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.ABSTRACT '

.The purpose of +his report is to present the .
backgroun” and findings of a study conducted at Chemeketa Community
College (£CC) during 1978-79 in which sunvey information gathered ~
from former students and their employers was applied to a : !
cost-benefit model to. determine the wsefulness of nine vocational
programs. These progrgas were early childhood education, computer
programming, fire science, forest technolegy, fcrest rroducts,
machine shop, medical assis+ina, nursing, and well drilling. After
defining the place of the cost-benefit study within CCC!'s overall
Program Improvemen:t Plan, the repor: summparizes the data gathered
from Spring 1978 graduates. Age, characteristics, employament status,
sources and amounts. of flnancial aid, and percepticns of non-egconomic
benefits are provided for graduates of each proqram. The report then
outlines the findings related to non-graduating students who began
pragrams in 1976, in terms of +heir educational objectives, reasons
for leaving, attitudes toward CCC, employment/educaticnal status, and
perceptions of non-economic benefi*+s of program participation. _ .
Emplovers* attitudes toward *he job skills of gradiates are then -
presented, followed by an explanation of the cost-benefit model, in-
which & matrix summarizina instructor cost per course and student was
used along with survey findings tc¢ provide cost-benefit ratios for
each of the program areas. (JP) oo
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I.  °INTRODUCTION AND:BACKGRQHND FOR'THE STUDY. °

Thé Program Improvement Plan: 4n August of 1977, the Chemeketa Board — -
) ucation an e President established-guidelines for undertaking -
a comprehensive review (called.the Program:Improvement Plan) of the

College's occupational education programs. One camporent .of: these
institution-wide guidelines directed the staff to develop

", «.8 system which will-allow the comparison of the costs . "
of educational programs with the bepefits of those programs.
This system.should be based upon ‘extensive surveéys of

- current.and formér students and of employers to -determine
the effectiveness and usefulness' of the course offerings. -
This system should be so designed that courses can be
ranked in relation to their cost-benefit.ratio.” .

As an initial step toward this aspect of the Program Improvement Plan -
(PIP), three objectives.were planned for fall term of 1977. ‘These '
-objectives included (1) the search and review of the community college
. literature for knowledge of cost-benefit concepts and methodologies;
- (2) the construction of a pireliminary "C/B" model which would in-
corporate the standards set by the PIP guidelines; apd (3) a pilot
test of the model's useablility by applying it to a couple ‘of R -
Chemeketa's vocational-technical programs. In December (1977), the_.
Division of Ins%;uctfonal Services submitted a report to the President
and the Chemeketa Board of Education which described a potential cost-
benefit model for assessing the institution's occupational imstruction.
This report also included information of a limited and cursory nature
on how the model worked when.applied to the College's Well-Drilling

-~ ]

_ and Criminal Justice curricula.

o . ,.. . ) »
- ) 4
’

£
H
3

:—-C

HO

Then in April (1978), Chemeketa moved into its second year of: the
comprehensive review process. During the planning for this phase,
three goals were established for completion during the coming
academic year of 1978-79. The first of these goals specififed that ‘
the cost-benefit model should be applied to at least nine occupational
programs and that a report be submitted from the Division of Instruc-
tional Services to ‘the President by January of 1979. The second goal
focused attention on the need to have the odel evaluated for its
usefulness, particularly the non-economic benefits side, by the
Advisory Committees for the prograris with an assessment completed by
March, 1979. The final goal indicated that the progrdm staff should
be given the opportunity to evaluate the model and complete. their -
review by June, 1979, . ' . ' :

[ 4
-

The purpose of this decument is to describe the results which have

been made to achieve the first of the 1978-79 goals---the application

of the model to nine occupational program areas.-The following section -~
‘of this document presents the rationale for the programs se]g;ted, and

-1-
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it identifies the majok definitions and comion procedires usad fn

' Rntionaie fbr'ProErams Selécted e L

;oz . .
B e . .. . : ‘ ’

carrying out the work. - .

L 4

Part of the work done durfnd 1977-78 fbr'theucompr;ﬁénsive-review £

, - Pprocess- involved a compilation of. the direct cost per full-time -
. equivalent (FTE) student for each of the College's programs. (Please

see Chemeketa Comtunity College Assessment Program; August 1977

—~through February 1278, a report submitted to: the Board of Education
- . by’President Arthu . Binnie on Febrilry 9, 1978). . Using this

approach, Chemeketa's occupational programs were ranked from high to

. low costs for the y&ars 1977-78 and 1978-79. Early Childhood

Education, Somputer Programming, Fire Science, Forest Products,

.Forest Technology, Machine Shop, Medical Assisting, Nursing, and - .
Well-Drilling were identified as potential high cost centers in
1978-79, .and on this basis,were selected for urther study-and analysis
during 1978-79. . - S e v :

Key Definittons Used in the Study . - . .
Although several définitions were used to implement the study, the

- fundamenta) definitions concern the terms of graduates and leavers.:

A graduate is defined as someone who completed requirements for either

. & certificate or an Associate of Science degree during 1977-78. A

graduate is further defined as an individual who received the award
at graduation in the spring of 1978. A Teaver, on the other hand, is
defined as .a person who started his{her) study with a declared major
in one of the nine occupational programs in the fall of 1976 (except
for the Medical Assisting Program which is a one-year curriculum and
a student would have started in the fall of.1977), but who did not
graduate in the spring of 1978. For purposes of thTs study, a leaver
is also characterized as someone ‘who may no longer be enrolled at
Cheméketa, or the person may still be attending Chemeketa, but pur-
suing a different course of study. 4

Common Procedures-Implementing the Model

In order to have a sysfématié and an identical process for implementing

the cost-benefit study, a set of activities and time frames “"common*

to all the nine occupational areas were established and used as bench-.
marks for the work (please see Appendix A for a copy of this in-

" formation). . There were also other commonalities involved in the

collection of the data. For example, in the graduate, leaver, and
eniployer parts of the study, all instruments were. reviewed for their
content or face validity. Then during the collection'of the infor-
mation all the people (e.g., graduates) who did not respond to the
initial mailing of the questionnaire were mailed another copy of the
form with a reminder letter asking for their participation.

4
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Organization of the Report “ . | :
The remainder of this report is organized into four mnjbr components:

the first one graduates; the second section concerns:leavers; the
third portion deals with employers' perceptions of the effectiveness
of graduates on the job; and, the final division provides information '
on the economic costs and benefits of the nine occupational programs.
The material presented in the four sections of the document is basic-
ally descriptive and straight forward as compiled- from the original
information sources. Summary, analysis, and recommendations are
organized into a separate section for quick review by the reader.
Perhaps, a final, quick and overall way to convey the orgarization of
this.report is to use a relatively simple diagram of the Cost-Benefit
model (see Figure 1.). \ :

o : , s

¢  FIGURE 1. COST/BENEFIT MODEL

Component ~ Objectives

Graduates' Characteristics . Age Characteristics
and Perceptions ) . Employment Status
. .~ Financial Characteristics
- . Non-economic Benefits
e 13
Leavers' Characteristics . Educational Goals .
and Perceptions “. Reasons for leaving .
. Attitude toward Chemeketa's

services
. Employment/Educational Status
. Non-economic Benefits

) . Y

Employers' Attitudes - . Effectiveness of graduates -
of Graduates A Job skills ‘.
Economic Costs and Benefits | . Economic Costs

| . Economic Benefits
. Cost-Benefit Ratio(s)

&

b
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The first'component'bf the cost-benefit inodel required gathering

e

Il GRAEUATES’.CHARACTERISTICS AND PERCEPTIONS -

fnformation from the 1978 graduates of- the nine occupational programs.
To be more specific, the Col]ege wanted to know the following about

the graduates:

. the age characteristics of ‘the people when thé&iéhtered the
particular occupational area and their ages at graduation;

. the emp

loyment status of the individuals before they began

their studies, their job status while studying, and their plans
for using their education upon graduation from Chemeketa;

[ 4

benefi;s they would attribute go'their training.

- Programming, Fire S¢ienc
- Shop, -Medical Assisting, Nursing, and Well-Drilling.

. the financtal characteristics of the students before, during,
and after studying; ' '

. . and, the opinions of the graduates abodt the non-economical

. Table 1 shows the number of stuQenf; who graduated from Chemeketa
Comunity -College during 1977-78 in Early Childhood Education, Co
Forest Products, Forest Technology, Machine

uter

The table also

indicates the total number of people who started in the particular
vocational technical program in fall of 1976 except in thé case of the
Medical Assisting Program, a one-year curriculum, where students entered .

in the fall of 1977.

/’

_TABLE 1. SUMMARY INFORMATION - 1978 GRADUATES

-~

Program

‘Number of Péop!e.gho

Percentage of
Graduates

Who

1. carly child Ed. 17 81
'[2. Computer Prog. 5 -n
3. Fire Science 7 60 39
4. Forest Products ) 2 40 100
5. Forest Tech. 21 | 15 (14) 8 n 53
6. Machine Shop 19 7 (3 6 37 86
7. Medical Assisting 20 14 (O 14 70 100
ia. Nursing 104 55 (8 46 53 84
9. Well-Drilling 13 9 (2 8 69 89
TOTALS 278 | 148 (56) 113 53 76 .

*The figure.in the parentﬁesis indicates the nimber of people whog
graduated, but who stairted at sometime, other than fall term of 1976
or the fall of 1977 in the case of the Medical Assisting Curriculum

-



Several significant statistics are réevealed in Table 1. Among these

-graduates and Appendix C for copy of the reminder Tetter to non-

- the questionnaire, their age characteristics, employment status-

18 to 36. Ten (o

\" l,‘ . ) . 7 .-. ’ ) ..".(_lr ) ;.";;)('

statistics, it is interesting to note that of the 278 peopTe who -
entered the nine grograms in the fall of 1976, 148 (or 53%) gradvated
within. the normally prescribed length of-training. However, of equal
interest is the fact that of the 148 graduates,-56 graduates started
their studfes at some time other than the fall .quarter of 1976. One
final observation should, perhaps, be made re?arding Table 1. Of the
148 graduates, 113 (or 76%) replied to the College's survey. Normally,
returns are considered respectable and noteworthy when they are in the
50-60% return range for questionnafres. Because the Placement office
contacted many students in their classes prior to their leaving campus
in June of 1978, this may well account for the high returns, and it is
a procedure which should be encouraged in future follow-up studies.

The next section of this report displays the information gained from
the 1978 graduates by curriculum, (please see Appendix B for a copy
of the Graduate Follow-Up Form and the cover Tetter mailed to the
responding graduates).

Early Childhood Education

For the 1977-78 Early Childhood Education graduates who replied to

during college, employment plans after graduation, financial attributes,
and non-economic benefits ascribed to' their training are given below.

ﬂgg Characteristics = Of the 17 Early Childhood Education graduates
who returned the questionnaire form, 16 people provided age data. At
entrance to the program in the fall of 1976, their ages ranged from

)

18-19 age category. The average age(for the graduate was 22.-

Employpent Status The 1978 graduates of the Early Childhood Ed- )
ucation Program were asked to indicate if they worked while attending

Chemeketa, if their employment was related to their training, name

and address. of employer,. job. titles, salary, and hours per week employed.

Table 2 shows of the 17 graduates who replied to the survey, nine per-
sons provided uséable information regarding their employment while
studying at Chemeketa. Three of these individuals were Toyed in
jobs directly related to their training in the Early Childhood Education
Program. . ' .

.Of the nine individuals responding, éight were employed on a part-time

basis, averaged 17 hours per week and $3.24 per hour for wages. The
one individual who reported full-time employment indicated 40 hours
per week and a rate of $32.00 per day.

r over 50 percent) of the 16 respondents were in the -
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TABLE 2. Employment Status Early Childhood. Education Students Attending Chémeketa
Job Relatéd Name/Address o Salary ‘| Full-Time/ | Hours Work/
to Training of Employer Job Title _(hr.) Part-Time | Week
No LaPointe's Ladies " Salesperson $3.25 PT | 10
Ready to Wear Lo :
(Salem) -
No- Lancaster Mall Theater . Cashiér $2.65 PT - 16
- (Salem) ‘
No Salem General Hospital Dietary Aide $3.46 PT 12
(Satem) .
No Sun-Enterprise Newspaper General Office $3.18 PT 8
, (Monmouth Assistant
]
T - Yes Child Development Center Student $3.76 PT 20
(Chemeketa) Assistant o
" Yes Small World Day Care Program $2.68 FT 40
(Salem) iy .
No Title I, Summer School ' Assistant $4.00 PT 40
“(Salem) Teacher
Yes Community Christian Teacher $3.00 PT 20
Kindergarten .
(Salém? - -
No - Lancaster Mall Theater Cashier $2.65. PT 5
(Salem) ,
9 persons - - $3.24 - 17 hrs. |
- (aver.) N (aver., PTﬁ
106
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. were not working at the time of the sutvey (May, 1978), {f they had

o . o

Graduates of the Early Childhood Education Program were asked {f ‘they

employment arranged for after graduation. Graduates' replies are
presented in Table 3. - -~ = _ - .

9 :
TABLE 3.  Early Childhood Edycation Graduates Employment Plans

&

. Of the ]7‘graduates replying, three persons Thdicated having ‘employment

naire,

J

Job Related | Name/Address satary | F17{ Hrs. work | starting |
to Training | Employer. aJob Title | (hr.) | PT | (Week) | Date
.~ Yes ~ Title I, Summer |Aide | s4.00 [FT{ 40 16/20/78
*‘School (Salem) | - ~ |
Yes - Snowhomish Teacher 5 $2.65 | FT 35 9/=/78
Day Care (WA)
No Stayton ; Belt - $3.37 | PT 40 7/-178 °
Canning Co. .. . L
Yes | Community Teacher - | $3.00 |PT | . 20 9/5/78
| Christian. B | |
Kindergarten :
"~ (Salem | ’
4 S - 1 $3.22 |- 32 - .
. (aver.)|" (aver.) .

directly related to their training .upon graduating. Salary information
indicates an average of $3.22 per hour and an average of 32 hours per
week, with two of the graduates beginning employment within one month
of graduation. ' .

Financial Characteristics The graduates of the Early Childhood Program
were asked to Indicate how much money they earned during the year before
startin? their studies.” Of the 17 graduates, returning the question-

1 answered this particular item, indicating an average of
$2,511.00 for their earnings. Early Childhood graduates were also
askéd to indicate the approximate amount of money they earned during
their last year at Chemeketa Community College. For the 11 persons

supplying information, an average of $1,390 was determined for the
group. : :
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Table 4 shows the priﬁcipal sources of funds for the students while .
attending Chemeketa. . . ' :

TABLE 4. Principal Source Funds -
Early Childhood Education Graduates,

-

1 Source | Number - Students | Average ¥

A. Parents 9 P . 68

B. Personal Earnings 9 - | 38

C. Agency Assistance - | ’

(i.e., CETA, DVR, Welfare) -3 ' 35

'D. Financidl Aid (i.e., work - : ' ¢
. study, scholarships, loans) 6 47 -

E. Spouse - 3 42

F. G.I. BIT1 | SRR -

G. Other (Social Security,- - .

.. grant) ‘ 4 47

The data seem to suggest that more than fifty percent of the graduates
(9 out of 17 replying) receive théir funds principally from their
parents, with financial aid accounting the second principal source

of funds to finance their -education. : : :

The Early Childhood gfaduatewaere requelted to indicate hpproxima;ely )
how much it cost over and beybond their usual 1iving expenses for them
to go to Chemeketa (i.e., travel from outside Salem, child care, lab

fees, tools and equipment, uniform and shoes). '

The estim&Ees provided by the 12 graduates ranged from $30. to $3,000.
for unusual expenses during 1977-78, with an average of $499.00 for
the 12 reporting graduates.

If any of the Early Childhood Education graduates reduced or stopped
employment to attend Chemeketa, the graduate was asked to indicate
the approximate cost*while in school. Three persons responded,
indicating $2,860.00, $1,500.00 and $2,220.00 or an average of
.$2,193.00 costs while aK‘Chemeketa.

One of the 1978 graduates paid out-of-district tuition for two terms:
16 paid the in-district-rate.

Non-Economics Benefits For the training received at Chemeketa, each
graduate was asked to identify the most important benefit and the
second most significant gain. These benefits are reported as. presented
by the 17 graduates answering the survey. - :

¥
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Most Important Benefit "It has given me a career." “To help increase
o my own personal growth through Early Childhood: Education classes that
e, =1 feel should be_of benefit for the future.” “Self confidence.' *To
L learn more about how to work with children.® “The fact that 1 have
accomplished something I hive always wanted to do. 1t has helped my
~self confidence very much. To feel I can be a professional -at teaching
preschool children." "To learn more about my field; to become a better
and more efficient preschopl teacher." "Being a well-trained, qualified-
teacher of young children." ™To become a teacher." "To get a job in *\
Early Childhood Education." "My own self-growth. The two years I've -~
been here, I've learned more about myself, how to deal with people and - ™.
how to take advice and/or constructive criticism, If I never geta '
Job in Early Childhood Education, I feel what I learned will always
benefit me no matter what I do.® “Training in Early.Childhood Ed-
ucation for employment." " "Being in the Early Child od Education
program.” "I received a great feeling of adequacy and capableness.
I feel 1 accomplished a great deal towards persondl growth. I've -
" become more aware of techniques, resources and myself. 1 feel very
confident in teaching children and handling mg own when the time
comes.® "Benefit? There are many benefits, learning to work with
children, helping and guiding them to grown not only physically and
mentally, but socially and emotionally as well. Learning to work
) with and understanding parents and parenting. These are only a few:
y of the benefits. Also finding my place and knowing I've found the
o right place! Working with children is a bene o all, helping our
future adults grow - what could be more important - their futures will
. affect ours!" ‘"Personal growth.' “Self confidence - {important self- -
- - -image." ‘“Understanding myself." . .
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Second Most Important Benefit "Made me more independent and self
- confident. 1 can also be mare assertive in my relationships with
other people, especially my children." “Help me in having the approp-
riate training that is important for a job in the Early Childhood '
field." "To believe in myself. I feel. that after being in this _
program for two years, I have, grown in my cwn worth. I feel this pro-
gram_has made me a better parent and all .around human being. It has
made me interested in other people and I can see things with an open
mind.* "Because I love children." "I haye found that I -want to further
my education. By getting into the systemi here. (As far as I'm con-
cerned, 1 think this is a great school)." - "1 learned more about
myself as a whole person and how to better myself and to communicate-
S : ~ better with others and to deal with others as a whole." "All on know-
< ing more for raising my own children. Also better communication with
other adults and children. Also knowing I have gained more confidence”
and knowing I am capable of doing anythin? in 1ife. Thanks to the
staff and other students in the Early Childhood Education program.”
"geneficial for when I have a family. Also in understanding the
development of a child." "For personal growth to learn more about
children of my own. This program has helped. me. understand children
better and myself alot better." “Learning how to help people with
their children whether its in a preschool setting or not. Being able

| - 19
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to give advice that I believe in and can stand on due to experience."
"Personal ?rowth. parenting, communication skilfs, Self confidence,
warm relationships, feeling of self worth, friends, enjoymént. .Al-
though. employment is important, I cannot say it is more important .
than the others. Without the others:- employment would be impossible."
"Not only the curriculum, but-personal growth. I learned how to -~ °

- communicate. 1 have a better knowledge of child development, which -

will help me with my own family. I have a lot higher self-esteem,
thanks to all the teachers' support from this program: The oppor-

“tunity to get-to know some fantastic people.” "Parenting techniques."

"Job was my first goal when I started school, but the longer -1 went,
the more I realized how much I valued the "new" me." "Realizing
the need of Early Childhood Education." :

- Computer Programming -

Of the seven graduates, five people (or 71%) answered the College's
Graduate Follow-Up Form. Their ages, financial characteristics,
employment patterns, and stated non-economic benefits are reported
next. . . _—

Age Characteristics A1l fivé of the 1978 Computer Programming
graduates supplied information about their ages at the time they
entered the program in the fall of 1976. Their ages ranged from

21 to 43, with 31 s the average age. - )

: - Employment Status - Three graduates of the five fepIying completed this

part of the questionnaire. Two of the persons were employed in jobs
.related to their training at Chemeketa. One worked part-time
(32 hrs./sk.) for the State of Oregon as a Computer Programmer I and .

earned $816 per month. The other individual was employed by the firm - -

of Lippold Brenner and Bingenheimer as a full-time programmer and -
received $900 per month. One individual was employed full-time as \

an Administrative Assistant II for the Children'sServices Division \ ’

but in a position unrelated to the Chemeketa tr@ining. |
Two of the five.graduated indicated they were nbt working at the time
of the survey, but they did have jobs arranged upon graduation directly
related to their training. Both stated they would be employed full-
time. in Salem as programmers, however, only one of the persons pro-

"vided starting salary data, which was $769 per month.

Financial Characteristics Graduated were asked, if they were employed

- before they started studying at Chemeketa to indicate the approximate

amount of money they earned during the year prior to studying. One
person earned $6,000; another individual indicated $15,000. '
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Graduates were also asked to idehtify ihejr principal source'Bf funds .
while attendinq Chemeketa. This information is presented in Table 5.
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TABLE 5. Principal Source Funds -
- Computer Programming Graduates

»

. ¢
[ .
N N

- . 1

'R L.
= i
'."-;é
rFé

t Source | Number - Students|  Average % ' l,"'
A. Parents . o |
B. Personal Earnings - 1 - 2 ° 75 - .
’ C. Agency Assistance | ~ A
(i.e., CETA, DVR, Welfare) 2 . 38 : .
3 D. Financial Aid (i.e., work I
o ) _ study, scholarships, 1oansﬂ 2 | " 43
; - | E. Spouse 2 100
_ {F. G.I. Bil -
G. Other: (Social Security, ‘ ‘
___grant) - -

>
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The graduates of the computer programming curriculum were requested
to indicate approximately how much it cost over and beyond their
usual 1iving expenses for them to go to Chemeketa (i.e., travel from
. : ‘outside.Salem, Child care, 1ab fees, tools and equipment, uniform
" - . and shoes). Five graduates provided approximate costs during 1977-78
for expenses; these estimates ranged from $100 to $,000 with an average
of $580 for the five graduates. ' -

The d?aduates,were polled regarding whether they reduced or stopped
employment to attend Chemeketa; and, if so, to indicate how much it
. cost them while in school. Only two graduates reported this infor-
mation: one stated $12,000, while the other stipulated $15,000, giving
. . $13,500 for an average. All five graduates responding paid the in-
district tuition rate. e

w

> .
|
° r'_ . . e
R ¢ - . .
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-

Non-Economic Benefits® A1l graduates were asked to state their most
important and second most important gains from the training, which
are shown separately. )

Most Important Benefit -“Job opportunity; qualified fbf present
position.™ "Job reTated courses and CWE." "Retraining because
of illness; I can now get on the State listing." .

Second Most Important Benefit "The people I met; the experience and
coomunication the programmers had with each other." "Great competition
: for my college children - made them work harder." “Further education
& in data processing."

o e o |
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Fire Science .
Seven of the 18 graduates of 1977 returned théir', uéétionnaires.
Their surveys provided the following sumative information.

. 3
Age Characteristics As of fall- 1975 when the seven entered the
- Fire Science Program, their ages ranged from 18 to 24, with an average
of 21 for the students. S

]

Employment Status Graduates of the Fire Protection Program were.
asked to report their employment status. The responses from the

l - seven graduates are summarized and presented in Table 6. .

- l L TABLE 6. Employme'nt Status, Fire $¢.1ence Graduates S
I Job Related | Name/Address - | Salary |FT/ |.Hrs. Work Sfart1ng
o to Training| Employer - - | Job Title (mo.) PT (Week) Date
' l ' Yes Jackson -County Fire . $ 978 . 9/30/77

' Fire Dist. #3 Fighter ‘ - .
: White City, OR C _
I Yes | City of Salem | Fire .~ ¢$ 890 N 71778 | -
-7 Fire Dept. Fighter - ' :
l : . Yes - Woodburn- Fire % 890 | 9ns/me
: Fire Dept. Fighter ) ) N -
|| Yes City of - |Fire' - | $1036 - 9/12/78
: Corvallisy Fighter [ ‘ '
Fire Dept.. . _.
| ' Yes . | oOak Lodge Fire $1398 - 7/8/77
. . Fire Dept. Fighter o .
' (Milwaukie) | .
. Yes City of . Fire $1012 ) 1 11/16/76
Roseburg. Figh_ter i -
' Yes 'City of Fire $ 733 7/1/77
~ Silverton Prevention . :
l . . Officer .
_ $ 991 ' -
. ’ - i} (aver.) -
i a2
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From the data in Table 6, $991 per month was the éverage salary for the
‘1977 graduates of the Fire Science curriculum, with five of the grad-
uates having employment within three months after receiving their -

associate degree. Two of the other graduates were already employed in -
fire fighting roles. ,

=" F{nancial Characteristics Five.of the 18 Fire Sciencé graduates in
_ 1976-77 provided data about the amount of money they earned during
« 1975-76, the.year prior to assuming their studies at Chemeketa. The

~  five estimates ranges from $1,098 to $10,800 with an average of $5,579
for the five people. . ’ ..

R

%"

-,

Six of‘;he_la gra&uatésnprovided data reg:rd{ng the amount bf money
they earned while studying in 1976-77, the second year of their pro-
gram. These six estimates ranged from $473 to $9,840, with an average

(3

_-of $6,202 for the six graduates.

t

; “Table 7 describes the principal sources of funds for the Fire Science
graduates while they were attending Chemeketa. - S

. TABLE 7} -Principal Source Funds - Fire Science Graduates

| . . Source.' - " | Number - Students.|. . Average % .
: (A parents . K 1
*B. Personal Earnings =~ | 5 - 46 .
! C. Agency Assistance |
(i.e., CETA, DVR, Welfare) | 2 - 41
' D. Financial Aid (i.e., work N ’
J study, scholarships, loans) 4 | 4.
E. Spouse - 4 , _ 31
. |F. G.I.Bi1 a '3 55
. 6. Other (Social Security, | ," |
- grant) - ’ 1 43

-

Six of the seven graduates replied to the question regarding the approx-

imate amount of money it cost(them over and beyond their usual expenses

to attend Chemeketa. An averdge of $604 per year was estimated by the

six graduates to cover such costs as travel from outside Salem, child
".-care, lab fees, tools and equipment, and uniforms and shoes.

Four Fire Science graduates provided estimates of the amount of money
- they lost while attending Chemeketa. The average cost of foregone
. earnings for the four graduates was $11,465. One of the graduates
paid out-of-district tuition for six terms; the other six graduates
paid the in-district rate.

2 : ’ -13-
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- Non-Economic Benefits Each graduate was asked to re ort the most o

v
4

Tmportant and the second most important benefits of the training..

The responses of the six Fire Science graduates indicates: ... .

ugst~lgg§rtant Benefits "The kind of job I wanted to pursue."

Toya Y. am now a fire fighter, instead of doing a. jJob

[ don't 11ke." "A job." "Better understanding of my profession." .
"Securing my present job." “Helping getting hired." . oo

~ Second Most I ftaﬁi Benefit "Education® "Money" *“Friends"
. “Gefflng into tge professTon” “Helping in advancement".

Forest Products

According to college records, five students started the Forest
Products Program in the fall of 1976. Two of the students graduated
from the program in 1978; both of the students completed the Graduate
Follow-Up Survey forms mailed to them, resulting in the following

_ data,

_%gg Characteristics .The Sverage age for the two graduates at the ’
time

they entered the program was 23; the average age at graduation
time was 25. L ’

Emplo t Status One of the two students was_emﬁioyed at the time
og the survey (May, 1978) in a job directly related to the -training

at Chemeketa. This position' involved working as a chainman for the
U.S. Forest Service in Sweet Home (Oregon) on a ‘full-time basis: at
$4.28 per hour. This person anticipated continuing the employment

. after receiving the associate degree in Forest Products. The other

) s

graduate did not have at the time of the survey 'a job related to his
Chemeketa training, and was unsure of his future job status :for using
the training. -

Financial Characteristics Of the two graduates reply1n§ to the sur- -

vey, one earned approximately $900 per month in 1975-76, the year

prior to assuming full-time studies in the Forest Products curriculum.

One of the 1978 completers earned approximately $8,500 in 1977-78
while studying full-time at Chemeketa. One graduate supported:his
education 100X with personal earnings, while the other graduate fi-
nanced his education with agency assistance (90%) and financial aid

(10%). One graduate spent approximately $1,000 in 1977-78 for expenses

over and beyond the usual costs to pay for his education. One of the
graduates paid the out-of-district tuition rate for all six terms of
the program. B S '

Non-Economic Benefits - The priﬁary ihd secondary benefits of the

training received by the two Forest Products graduates shows:
Most Important Benefit "Hearing what field to study and what not

-
-14-
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P ~ to study." *The degree and training in what you 1ike."

- Second Most Important Benefit - "Coupletems; of program.*

Forest Technology

. : . o
. A
1 - .
- - ‘ Z
) : _.'_, o, =3 e L . o
. . . N . - ;"'. . ” . N e .-‘ S .

0 In 1977-78.‘&'1?&9!» persons completed the requirements for the
; , Associute of Science Degree in Forest Technology. Of these 15
graduates, eight individuals’ completed and returned the Fo'llovq-llp

. Questionnaire. - l .

T Age Characteristics The average age-of the eight graduates at e
- entrancé to the R:ogram in the fall of 1976 was 22, with 25 as the ¥
) : average age at the time of graduation in 1978. For the eight h

raduates, when they entered the program their ages ranged from

8 to 27, but by the time of graduat on in the spring of 1978,

their ages ranged from 21 to 31 because several of the graduates
" had taken more than two years to complete the curriculum.

/

. -

-15-

< . -
- v .
. ’ S : . Pt
-t 3 - . T . '.,. ] ..
. . - \ .
s . . ) ] . ) . Ty . PR .




*

Rad

.
3
-
o .

3

-

A

Sy

' Employment Status The 1978 graauates of the Fores%’Technology Pro-
" gram were asked Tf they had completed arrangements for employment

related to their training received at Chemeketa. The responses of o
*  the eight graduates are surimarized in Table 8. ‘

L4 &5.

. TABLE 8.' Emp1oymént Status, Forest Technology Graduatgs

. ¢

-

Job 'Related- Namé/Ahdress .. Starting 1| -

-
. -

L 2%

)

.t *
. . .
-

¥ P

-

.. . -~ [ Salary [FT/1 .Hrs. t)lork ,
to Training | Employer Job Title (hr,) PT | (Week Date v
Yés' Bureau of 'Land | Forest 1 $4.28 4/78
’ Management . Tech. ’
(Satem) - s
Yes Bureau of Land [ Forest *-44.28 3/78
Management Tech
‘|.(Salem) - .
Yes George J. Woods $6.0Q - 4/78
L Lumber Foreman
‘(Woodburn) ‘ .
Yes | U.S. Forest Forest $4.28 | PT*| 40 6/78
Service’ " Tech . '
(Detroit, OR) |
Yes U.S. Forest Foreman $a.28 | FT | 50 6/78
Service
(Waldport, OR)
Yes = | U.S. Forest. | Foreman $4.28 [PT*| 50 6/78
' Service . .
(Paulina, OR) | '
No . .- - - .-
“No Marion County
Highway Dept. - -~ -
| (Salem)
8 ' " (average) (average)

e . . -
L d -~
A ’
- - - - - Ll
- 4 . .
" -
. . .
3
. - 3
-~ N .

* Seasonal Employment

0f the eight Forest Technology graduates who provided employment data,
six reported working in positions directly related to their school

tratning. The most typical salary was $4.28 per hour; however, $4.56
was the average remuneration for the six graduates reporting. The six
qraduates were either employed at the time of the survey or were pre-’
paring for entry into employment within one month of their graduation.

’ ~16-
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. . . Final CMnctoriagic; Three of the 1978 Forest A,Tochpoloﬁ' raduates.

S pravided estimates of the amount of money they earned in 1975-76 prior
o to 'cm.i_gg their studies in the Tall of 1976. The average amount
e, L : earned in 19/5-76 by the three gyraduates was $7,700, Four of the *

‘ , efght rosgonding graduutns indicated earning from $500 to $5,000

during 1977-78 while studying full-time at Chemeketa, Yeading to an
average of $3,375 for the four persons, Table 9 describes the source ° ‘
of funds used by the Forest Technology graduates. ' - a e

* TABLE 9. Principal Source Funds - Forest Technology Graduates

ka

?

Source ' ‘Numbey - sfhdents Average %

A Parets =V | N .. 80
B. Personal Earnings Y I 6 . 55

C. Agency Assistance
(??e.,fCETA,ADVR!lHQIfhre)

D. Financial Aid (i.e., work 6 ..
study, scholarships, loans) SN SR 10

- a E. Spouse 2 65
4” N TF. AG.IO B"‘L ’ . 4 60

’ ' G. Other (Secfal Security, o .
: ‘grant) . )

. These data suggest that for 1978 .graduates, most of the students

" used their personal earnings to finance the costs of their education.
The G.I. Bill was the second most frequént method of paying for the
educational costs of the Forest Technology training. -

, Five of the eight graduates of 1978 provided estimates of the costs
over and beyond the usual expenses to attend Chemeketa during 1977-78.
Although these estimates ranged from $50 to $2,400 for the year, the
information suggests $896"as a reasonable average for unusual expenses.
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The Forest Technology graduates were also asked to indicate, 1f they
reduced or stopped employment to go to Chemeketa, how much it cost
them. The estimates of foregone earnings ranged for five graduates
from $800 to $14,500, causing an average of $5,360. -~ .

Two of the ejght graduates paid the out-of<district tuition rate;
one paidighe amount for two terms, the other individual showed nine
terms paid. AR
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Non-Economic ien?{its For the treining the graduates received, they
mention e following primary and secondary benefits: |

st ] a .Bene 1ts "My own accomplishment." "None. Couldn't
Jind 2 Job In ForestTechnology." "Forest Mensuration,” “"Overall
knowledge of the forest and its parts." "Education.” “Increased

my knowledge in forestry." ”On-the-Job co-op work experience. )
“"Timber cruising.”

Second Host Important Benefit "Related skills in the trede. .
"Broadened my overall knowledge of the different subjects I studied.” -
"Job.* "Tree I.D.* “CompTet on of field of interest.” "Surveying."
”Technicel knowledge. " .

-

Machine Shop

Seven ‘persons’ completed the requirements of the Associate of .Science.
Degree in.Machine Shop in 1977-78. Six of these seven greduetes
returned thefr Follow-Up Questionneires.

Cherecteristics Of the seven graduates, six provided age in-
ormetfbn. For the six, their ages ranged from 18 to 40, with an
average age of 29 for the six persons when they entered the program

in the’ fall of 1976.

The average for the six greduetes when' they entered the Machine Shop
program was 29; however, their ages ranged from 18 to 40. Two years
"later, in 1978, at the time of graduation their average age was 31.

¢ 3
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Five of the six graduates were employed full-time at the time of the
8?. with the other person anticipating employment star-
1978. Althou

study (May, 197
ting in June,

graduates wis $5.08.

Financial Characteristics The 1978 graduates of the Machine Shop
: rogram were asked to indicate, if they were employed in.
the year before they began their studies, the approximate
one Machine Shop graduate replied
indicated earning dpproximately
Two of the
regarding the approximate .
amount of money they earned during 1977-78 while attending Chemeketa.
One stipulated $3,000 and the other person mentioned $12,

ecnnoiogy
1975-76,

amount of money they earned. On

to this particular {tem.

$8,000 in 1975-76, prior to assuming full-time studies.
ed to the question

six graduates res

And,

gh the wages for the six graduates ranged
» the average salgry per hour for the six

ting in an average of $7,500 for the two graduates replying.
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| loyment Status  Table 10 describes the job related status of =
A %ﬁ;ﬁw—fm of Seven graduates repiied) of tre Mechins Shop
_ TABLE 10. Employment Status, Machine Shop Graduates .
ﬁobrl!elatedT Name/Address T Satary [P/ [#rs. Work| Starting]
0 Training| Employer _jJob Title { (hr.)  |PT. |:(Week) ] Date I
“Yes | Salem Equipment |Dri13-press | $5.00 |FT ) -
Operator | K6 |
" Yes Salem Equipment Aggrentice- $6.50 |[FT . 40 --
. s N .
| ﬂagginist |
Yes Freightliner . {Machinist | $6.31 |FT 40 6/78
Corp (Portland) | ] 5 -
Yes | Salem Research | Machinist $5.00° | FT 40 .-
. | & Development 3
Yes . |- Willamette Ind. - $7.65 |FT 40 --
(Dallas) . . L
L .. :

g n -
. s . :
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{;9;0 11 shows the source ofifund§'fof the Machine Shop graduates of

+

. TABLE 11. Principal-SOUrce'of-Funds - Hichine Shop Graduates

Source | | ' , Number_f Students | Average %
A..f P‘nuts . A A . -——- Coe D aww
B. Personal Earnings 1 3 a2
c. A?ency Assistance - e 3 !
- (1.e., CETA, DVR, Welfare) - 3. o

D. Financial Aid-(i.e., work

study, scholarships, loans) | 2. 63.
E. .Spouse 1 20
F. G.I. BN - 20
G, Other (Social Security, ‘? -

grant) 1 . 50

Based upon this budgetary information, agency assistance, financial
- aid, and personal earnings were significant sources of income for
the 1978 Machine Shop graduates. ' ' - .

Two of the six Machine Shop graduates supplied estimates of how much
it cost them over and beyond thein usual expenses to attend Chemeketa
during 1977-78. One person indicdted $400 and the other individual
claimed $700, creating an average of $550 for unusual expenses in
1977-78. Of the six graduates, only one person provided an estimate
of foregone earnings whilé attending Chemeketa, which was given as
$4,800 for 1977-78. And, of the six graduates who answered the
questionnaire, five paid the in-district tuition rate and the other

- individual paid out-of-district rate for six temms. o

Non-Economic Benefits For the training the Machine Shop graduates

recelved, they stated the following as the most important and the
second most important benefits: ' -

Most Important Bene'ﬂtsw "The learning of a new trade." *Knowledge.?
"Learn a trade.™ "Sk{11." "Shop Labs." “Learn trade to go to work."

< N
Second Most lg?grtant Benefits "Help to find good job WRE." "Class .
.room. ob placement. ob." |



~ Medical Assisting

‘Atcording to College records, 14 people graduated from the Medicai
Assisting Program in 1978, and all of thém replied to the:Follow-Up -
Questionnaire given to them in May of 1978, R .

ey entered the one-year certificate program in the fall
of 1977, ranged from 17 to 36, with most of the people (10 out of
14) 20 years old or less. The average age at entrance was slightly -
higher--age 22 for the 14 students. | |

" For the 14 Medical Assisting students who began their studies in the

fall of 1977, their ages ranged from 17 to 36, with a similar age
range occuring at the time of their graduation in the spring of 1978.

| Eﬁg loqnt Status  Table 12 ?rovides summary information r:g:rding
-the employment status of the 11 Medical Assisting graduates i :
replied to this section of the questionnaire. ... )

" Age Characteristics The ages of the Medical Assisting students at
The tine they snte
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TABLE 12. Employment Status, Medical Assisting Graduates'

1

00 ot geg e e

Job TeTated ™ Name/Address

. . . . . .
. - N k] . . r
. . . . . . % !
. .o . [
P G5 OB G TS aam ) NS NS tEE E EE m e ‘ '
.. i : s
| - - .
. ) . H
. - . ‘i

} — 37y T FY7 TS, Work | Starting |
to Training | Employer Job Title [(hr.) | PT |(Week) Date
 VYes Salem Memorial| Med. a.02 | FT 40 --
Hospital Transcrip- | ' .
_ B tionist
No | Champion Bld: | Labor 87.23 | PT 16 .-
Products Worker . :
(Willamina,
OR)
Yes Silverton Med. $3.25 | FT 40° --
Family Clinic | Assistant | J
Yes Or's Clinic | Med FT 38 6/78
Yes Private Insurance  [$4.00 | FT 40 .8/78
' Physicians Secretary
Yes Medical Center| Med. [$3.50 | FT 40 6/78
» (salem) Assistant
Yes Dr's Clinic Med. $5.00 | FT 38 6/78
(Salem) Assistant
Yes | Orthopedic Doctor's - FT 40 6/78
Surgeon Assistant :
Yes Family Clinic | Med. .- PT 16 --
: . (Salem) Assistant .
No State - | Clerical  |$6.70 | FT 40 8/78
Builders 8d. Specialist
(Salem) | |
Yes Forest Grove | Med. Records|$3.70 | FT 40 6/78
Comm. Hosp. Transcrip-
. tionist
9 Yes - -- $3.99 | 9 fT 7/78
-2 No vaer) 2 PT . (aver.)
=22~ )

‘'
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o Most of the eleven Medical Assistiug graduates were either employment
- ~at the time of .the survey (May, 1978) or were to start employment | '

- within ona_month of their-graduation. Of the 11 graduates, nine were a

-émployed fn positions directly related to their Medical Assisting

tratning. Nine of the 11 graduates were eitheér employed full-time
, or preparing to begin full-time work, For these nine graduates, six
L, indicated their starting salaries, which resulted in an average of -

- $3.99 per hour for their work. E

Y .
.
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Employment Status. Twelve of the 14 Medical Assisting graduates pro-
~v15§3 ginancla1 data on the approximate amount of money they earned -
, - in 1976-77, the year before they started studying full-time at Chemeketa -
\ Community College. The estimates from the 12 graduates ranged from
- $900 to $6,600, with an average of $4,916 for the 12 graduates. The
Medical Assisting graduates were asked to state approximatély how much
money they earned during 1978 while attending Chemeketa. Four grad-
uates replied to this question, and gave a range $400 to $9,193, -
yielding an average of $3,498. 'Table 13 provides financial {nformation
regarding the source of funds for the 1978 Medical Assisting graduates.

TABLE 13. Principal Source of Funds - Medica) Assisting Graduates

]

Source n ' . - Number - Students |  Average 4
- A. Parents | N | 7'. ' 70
B. Personal Earnings - 8 28 ,
C. Agency Assistance *
(i.e., CETA, DVR, Welfare) - : 70
D. Financial Atd (i.e., work .
study, scholarships, loans) 5 A7
E. Spouse o , .2 - 90
F. G.I. Bill ' 1 100
G. Other (Social Security,
grant) 1 50

A1l 14 of the Medical Assisting gradudtes provided information on
the source of their funds for education during 1978. These estimates .
- suggest that a majority of the graduates financed their training with
g:rent:1]1nggme or personal earnings, and several (five) obtained
nancial aid.

Thirteen of the 14 Medical Assisting graduates indicated the approx-
jmate costs over and beyond their usual expenses to attend Chemeketa
during 1977-78. Their estimates ranged from $25 to $750, leading to

. * - 1 *
. o . . :
TN GBE GNE AR GBS AN GER 0NN NS am NS E B m e
. [ e . L . i . . ..
' : oo : - e e e T e

23 33




| - BN |
an average of $309 for the 13- graduates.

Seven of the 14 graduates supplied financial estimates of foregone -

earnings during 1977-78. The. estimates: ranged from $1,500 to 34,500,

with an average of $3,135 for the seven Medical Assisting students.

g:o o: the 14 graduates paid out-of-district tuition for a total of
ve terms. . .

Non-Economic Benefité " For the training the 14 graduates received,
they were asked to indicate the most important and the second mos
important benefits. There are reported below: -

Most Imsgrtant Benefits "To learn trocedbres and skills.* “Lab -
work and externship.” "To learn a skill that I wouldn't have gotton .
any other way." "Being able to work in the medical field." “Learning

to be a Medical Assistant.™ “"Actual experience working with doctors.
"I will get a certificate - whatever that's worth." “Having the
security that I can work if something happened to my husband." "My
experience and reaching my goal." “Increased knowledge." = '

Second Most Important Benefits “"Wanted .to be in medical profession.”
"Cearning for own reasons about medicine." "To be able to hoeefu11y'
get interesting, good job." “Getting a higher paying Job." Going
back to school after working for two years and feeling like I wasn't

. forced to learn as in grade and high school." “Experiencing moving

to a new town." "Chance to renew medical knowledge previousl; ob~-
tained.” -"Learned about politics." “Self accomplishment." ™Job
contacts.” “"Marketable skills and knowledge.". :

- 34
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Nursing .

Fifty-five persons completed requiremants for either the ADN or PN
programs during 1977-78. Of these graduates, 46 people completed .

Age Characteristics

graduation.

" TABLE 14, Age Characteristiés, Nursing Graduates

the Follow-Up Questionnaire and returned it to the College.

'{e_ﬁ—ﬂ'_fﬁeL" Table 14 déscrzibes the ages of the respondents
; at the time they entered their training and then at the time of their

Ly

i Entrance Age No. of Students | Graduation Age |No. of Students |
17 1 19 1
18 -3 20 2
19 8 - 6
i 20 4 22 6
21 3 23 4
22 3 24 3
" 23 2 » 2k 1
24 1 26 2
25 1 27 1
26 T2 28 "2
27 2 29 1
28 3 0 3
29 2 31 "2
30 1 32 1
3) 2 32 3
32 1 34 1
34 1 36 1
36 " 38 1
38 . 1 40 1
41 1 44 1
47 1 49 2
48 1 . 55 1
53 1 J
26 (aver.) 46 28 (aver)] 46
l -25-
ERIC 35
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‘program was

The average age of the 46 Nursing graduates when they entered the

6, with a range of ages' from 17 to 53, Although the
average age was 26, a majority of students at entrance to.the program
were in the early twenties. e

Employment Status - Table 15 presents summary information about the
employment status of the 1978 nursing graduates.

TABLE 15. Employment Status, Nursing Graduates

‘.

Job Related| Name/Address , Salary | FT/ |Hrs. Work |Starting
to Training| Employer Job Title | (hr.) | PT | (Week) Date -
Yes Salem Memorial | LPN II $4.85 | PT 18 7778
] Hospital - - - .
~ Yes | Salem General | LPN $4.40 | PT 8 | -
' Hospital : - 1°
Yes, Salem General | LPN T $4.03 | PT 8 -
+ | Hospital _
. Yes Salem General | LPN $4.13 | PT 8 -
-1 Hospital - '
Yes _ | Salem Memorial | LPN $4.13 1 PT - |-
Hospital -
Yes Salem General LPN $4.03 | PT 16 -
Hospi tal
Yes Salem Memorial | Graduate | $5.05 | FT - 7/78
- Hospital Nurse .
Yes St. Anthony's | Graduate | $6.13 | FT 0 | -
Hospital Nurse
(Pendleton) .
Yes Good Samaritan | Graduate | $5.80 | PT 24 -
Hospital ~ I Nurse
(Corvallis) |
Yes Polk Community | Graduate | $5.31 PT 16 -
Hospital Nurse
(ballas) ‘
Yes Glisan Care Charge $4.75 | FT 46 -
Center Nurse '
(Portland) (LPN)
34

«26-
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TABLE 15. Employment Status, Nursing Graduates (continued)

Job Related Nm/Address C ‘1 Salary | FT/ - | Hrs. Work{ Starting
to Training | Employer % jJob Title|. (hr.) | PT | (Week) | Data
Yes: McMinnville Graduate $6.49 | PT | 32 -
: Comm, Hospiral {Nurse - |
Yes | St. Timothy's {LPN. $4.00 | PT 1 28 -
(salem) _ o '
Yes Cry of Love LPN $8.55. 1 PT | 12 -
(salem) - E . Iy -
Yes | Uof O Health |Graduate | $6.74 | FT .| 40 | 6/78
: Science Center | Nurse . '
. (Portland) R
Yes : Dallas Rest LPN $4.70 | FT - 6/78
“ Home - ’
} a
Yes | Upjohn's LPN: $4.50 7| pT- | 20 6/78
\ (Salem) .
Yes Oregon State RN I - ~ $5.62 | FT 40 -
Hospi ta) A
Yes -Chemawa Health | Relief $4.50 | PT - -
Clinic :
(Salem)
Yes - Polk Community | Graduate \ $5.44 | FT 32 8/78
Hospital Nurse - :
(Dallas) '
Yes French Prairie | RN $6.10 | FT 36 7/78
Nursing Hosp. ’
(Woodburn)
Yes Homemaker's LPN $6.50 | PT 15 6/78
UpJohn .
(Salem)
Yes Homemaker's LPN $5.00 | PT 19 6/78
Upjohn
(Salem)
Yes Salem General RN I - FT 40 7/78
Hospital :
3y

-------
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TABLE 15. Employment Status, Nursing Graduates .(continued)

Job ReTated | Name/Address | a a;y T Ars. Work [ Starting |
to Training | Employer Job Title ‘(he.) | PT  |(Week) ‘Date
Yes ~Salem Memorial | Staff I - FT - 9/78
" Hospital S
Yes ! Marion Home | RN - PT . 24 © | 8/78"
(Subimi ty) : |
Yes ~Care Age House | LPN $4.00 [ PT | 16 -
Nursing Center ]
Yes Willamette EMT $4.00 | PT '8 -
Ambulance o . :
. Yes Elderest Charge $4.25 PT 18 -
Nursing Home Nurse o : :
Yes | Salem General |-.LPN $4.14 PT. 16 -
Hospital = ° _ |
Yes Holy Rosary RN $6.85 FT 40 9/78
Hospital
(Ontario; OR) -
Yes Salem General | Graduate $6.10 FT 40 -
Hospital Nurse
Yes Polk Community | LPN $4.89 | PT 10 -
Hospital '
(Dallas) o
Yes Salem Memorial | Graduate $5.05 FT 40 7/78
Hosp1ital Nurse - . .
34 28 Employed - $4.70 21 P11 17 hrs,] July
within College (PT) (aver. | (aver.)
District $5.54 13 F for PT)
(FT)
(aver.)

Of the 46 Nursing gradudteé in 1978 who replied to the College's -
questionnaire, 34 persons indicated they are employed in positions

directly related to their occupational training at Chemeketa.
part-time persons earned an average of $4.70 per hour, w
individuals (13 people) having a higher salary average --

The 21
ith fullZtime
$5.54 pe

hour. Although most of the persons were working part-time, several

-28-
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reported st&rting full-time..typically in July -- one month a}tbr rad-

uation ceremonies. Perhaps, of significance, ts the placement of 28 -
of the 34 graduates- in jobs in the District. . .

fihgﬁéial Characieristics ~The 1978 Nursjng graduatehuiri'qdcstioﬁed
about the approximate amount of money thiy earned in 1976-77, the year .

prior to them starting their full-time studies at-Chemeketa Community
College. Thirty-two' people provided information, giving a ran?e from
$700 to $20,000, and an average for the group of $5,310: For 1977-78,
the last year of their occupational training, .the Nursing graduates -
were asked to {dentify the approximate amount of money they earned
while studying. Twenty-six graduates completed this {tem of the

- survey. For the 26 individuals, the estimates ranged from $300 to

$10,000, with $2,052 as an average. o
Table 16 describes the principal sources of funds for the 1978

- Nursing graduates.

TABLE 16. Principal.sbyrce Funds - Nufsing Gradyates

Source | Number - Students | Average %

A. Parents . | o1 50

B. Personal Earnings . . 29 s 397

C. Agency Assistance o

| (1.e., CETA, DVR, Welfare) .10 60

0. Financial Aid (1.e., work ‘ I -

~ study, scholarships, loans) .24 49

E. Spouse’ - RS T 60 |

F. 6.I. BiN AR 8 ;

6. Other (Social Security, . N | !
‘grant) - ) 4 ' 51 *j'

.timates ranged from $700 to $20,000 wit

Numerically, the 1978 Nursin? graduates secured their funds from
personal earnings and financial aid respectively. However, on a .
percentage perspective, agency assistance and spouse contibuted
significantly for financing the expenses of the nurses' training.

Thirty-eight graduates provided estimates-of their experises over.and

beyond usual costs to attend Chemeketa during 1977-78. -These estimates

ranged from $100 to $3,850 with an average of $1,170 for the year.

" Nineteen Nursing graduatas supplied financial estimates of foregone

earnings for 1978 while_they were:attendina college. - The 19.es-
h an average of $7,636 for the

1 ¥4
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o : | »group. Three of the 46 graduates paid the ouﬁ
- rate for a total of seven quarters of study.

Non-Economic Benefits As part of the Survci. the 1978 Nursing .
graduates were ‘encouraged to indicateé the primary and the secondary
benefits of the training they received. , o :

-0f district tuition

- | Most Important Benefits "I now have a better paying job." "Improve- °
o ment” Tn care T could give aid-nurse."” "Graduating." "The learning
- . . éxperiences." “Always wanted to be an RN." "Education and licenses
. received." "Having professional traihin? to' enable me to work in 3.
, capacity I can-appreciate." "Having a 1ife-long, worthwhile jab .
e . - "Becoming a’nurse and its costs and time." ' “Training to get a job." .
- "Becoming an RN." "A déjree, better job, etc. - qu." “gualification,
for employment." "Viewing differen® agencies." "Improve me personally.”
B "Degree, better job, better wages." “Availability and cost of program."
T . "The personal satisfaction to know I can be a nurse.”/ "To earn a
- degree for a higher paying job." "Knowledge." "Graduation with .
-career." "Helping profession that is marketable. “ Realization of a |
- goal." "Got me started and made my dream of becoming a nurse come *
, true." "Personal satisfaction.”" "Entering nuring career." "Becoming o™~
a nurse." "It accomplished my goal of wanting to be a nurse." -"Re-
aching my personal goal." ‘“Achieving a goal.$ "Persona] satisfaction
etc., self-improvement.” "Fulfiliment of a goal of 30 yéars.” "I am °
now a graduate hurse." "Personal satisfaction in doing career I.want
to do." "Reaching goal of being a nurse." - "Personal satisfaction of
v occupation.” "I hope to meet more challemges as an RN.' “Reaching.
- a goal I wanted tn life, a stimulating ifitellectual environment.’
T "A satisfying job in many aspects." "Achieved position desired.*
- "Money." "I now have a much sought after occupation." "College .
> diploma." "Job opportunities." “Profession with good pay advancement."

e " Second Most Important Benefits "Financial securityg" "Will be F
C . making mote money.” "Better working conditions." . "Profitable skills _
~ learned." "Good job."! "Monetary reward.” "Good and varied job - *
T opportunities.” "The'degrée." "I enjoy all aspects -of nursing." '
- “«. "I have a career." "NObility." “Attaining the education.” "I have
_ " -job satisfaction." ‘“Learned alot." "Living at home and attending
- school." "Personal satisfaction of being able to fulfill a 1ife-
time dream.”. “Knowing-I'm 1nte1119ent enou?h to make it through
school for an Associate Degree." . “"Applicable skill for employment."
"Becoming closer to set goals." "He1ginq other people." "Service."
"Acquisition of knowledge and skills." "I grew as a person.” "Gaining
. knowledge to help me in life." "“Continuing education." "Job security."
- "Financial.” "Self.satisfaction in profession." "To work at something
I enjoy." "Give .me. an adequate job for support." "Chance for State
- : Boards." "Personal benefit." "Financial security." "Personal grat-
ification.” "Achievement of goal." "Exposure to other areas of the
hospital (OR, 1V, etc.)."

-
v
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well-orilling e
a Niné persons. c&mpl eted the requirements, for the Associate of
st Science Degree in Well-Orilling in 1977-78. -Eight of these grad-.

uates completed and regturned their Follow-Up Questionnaire to
. the College. - S e~ .

o .Agé Characteristics The ages of the eight students when they’
: en%em the Well-Drilling Curriculum ranged from.18 to 36, with an
: average’:q.f._.ze for the eight Well-Drilling students. -

e | Emploment Status The 1978 Nel1-D~{114ng graduates were asked to
' .provide Information on their work s cuation. For those students who.
L > replied to the survey, summative data are presented in Table 17. -

TABLE 17. Employment Status, Well-Drilling Graduates

.Nob Related ] Name/Address Salary | FT/ |Hrs. Hori( -Starting | ° -
to Training { Employer Job Title (hr.) | PT  }(Week) - Date |

Yes 1 Orilling Driler | $8.33 | FT ~| 60 -
Specialties - - -
(Salem) |

Yes Bakersfield Driller $5.00 | FT | 50 6/78
Well & Pump _ : : ]
Co. (Calif.) | . '

Yes Layne Western] Jr. Field | $8.75.[ FT | ‘40 | 6/78

.o (Mission, Supér- ' :
Kansas) visor )

Yes ‘Schoen‘s Well] Driller .$5.00 | FT - a0 6/78
Dri11in 1 -

_ (Albany? ' _ | _

Yes | SaMuen- [ orilter | $500 | FT | 50 | -

' Drilting ‘ '
(Canby)

Eight of the nine Well-Drilling graduateés replied to the employment
* part of the questionnaire. Of t..e eight, five of the graduates were
employed in jobs directly related to their Chemeketa training: the
other three persons were not employed at the time of the survey. For
the five employed graduates, three indicated they would begin their
jobs within one month of graduation; four of the five respondents
secured employment outside of the State. The average salary for the

o U
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- five graduates providing
' all five working. full-time.

‘¢ s
-l

employment data came to $6.42 per hour with"

- -Financial Characteristics ™ Six of fhe eight graduates provided

Tinanclal estimates o

in

Chemeketa. The 1975~

- was $12,601, where estimates ranged from $9,000 to $20,000 with

$9,000.as the most frequently indfcated. Four of the eight graduates
,supplied estimates of money earned during the second year of their

studying.. For 1977-78, the four estimates ranged from $600 to $5,000
The graduates were also asked to indicate

with an average of $3,325.
during 1977-78. This information

the principle source of their funds

e approximate amount of money they-earned
1975-76, the year ;rior to their beginning full-time studying at

6 average salary earned by the six graduates

is displayed in Table 18.
, TABLE 18. Principle Source Fun&s'- Well-Drilling Graduates
_ Source . Humber. - Students | Average %
« | A. Parents 3 66
"t B. Personal Earnings 4 4§
.| C. Agency Assistance
(1.e., CETA, DVR, Welfare) 3 42
D. Financial Aid (i.e., work
study, scholarships, loans) 3. 18
E. Spouse ) ' 2 26
1F. G.I.BIN Y, 2 43
G. Other (VA) 1 100 °

The 1978 graduates also provided estimates of how much it cost.them

over and heyond their usual expenses to attend Chemeketa during

1977-78. The estimates given by seven of the graduates ranged from
$800 to $5,000 and averaged $2,093 for the year.

uates indicated the amount of dollars lost while pursuing their

studies.

the in-district tuition rate.

Non-Economic Benefits

From their training are present below. °

license." "Knowledge." "Exposed to Well-Drillin

Most Important Benefits “"Being exposed to different types of
ariiling. Weil-Driliing and Welding." "Drilling and contractor's
the door of the grand water industry." ”Hell-Dri?i

understanding of water wells."”

—32- ‘38

"A foot in
ing," "“Basic

Three of the grad-
The amounts ranged from $10,000 to $30,000 with an average

of $18,333. One of the eight graduates paid the out-of-district
tuition rate for one term of study, while the other seven persons paid

The 1978 graduates' comments regarding gains

-
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Summary

~

_Second.uost Important Benefits “Unlimited opportunitie; available."

ng. ney and work," "Accumulated reference material.”
;g;;}:. '"Education improvement.® “Receiving a degree in Well- .
Ting. | oy :

Of the 278 students who were enrolled in the nine programs, 92/

(or 33%) completed their program requirements in 1978. Another 56
students graduated in 1978; however, they had started their studies
prior to' the fall of 1976.  Combining the replies from the two groups

of graduates, 113 (or 76%). of the 148 graduates replied to the College's
graduate survey. o "L e

The typical graduate of the Early Childhood Education Program is 24
years old, earned $2,511 before studying. spent $1,390 for unusual
college expenses, received funds primarily from parents and financial
aid, was employed within two months after graduation, lost about
$1,603 in earnings while attending Chemeketa, and received annual
salary of $6,394 after graduation. . - ‘

For Computer Programming, -the typical graduate is 33 years old: earned '

- $6,000. before studying, spent $530 for unusual cojlege expenses, relied o

on personal earnings and spouse for income, had a job at graduation,
Tost $1,946 in earnings while attending Chemeketa, and was employed for -

'$9,228 after graduation.

The typical Fire Science graduate is 22 years old, earned $5,579 before
studying full-time, spent $604 for unusual college costs, financed -
his(her) education primarily through personal earmnings and the G.I. Bill,

was on the job already, lost approximatel*iss.zsa {n earnings while atten- .

dinq}Chemzketa. and received a salary of $11,892 in 1978.

In Forest Products, the typical grauate is 25 years old, earned a
salary of $4,416 before studying at Chemeketa, spent $§04'for unusual

‘college expenses, financed his(her) education primarily with personal

earnings, was already on the job, lost $402 in earnings while studying,

- but-received annual salary of $8,218 following graduation.

The typical Forest Technology graduate is 25 years old, made $7,700
before studying, spent $896 for unusual school expenses, relied on
personal earnings: and the G.I. Bi1l, was on the job at the time of the
survey, lost about $1,985 in wages due to student status, and received
approximately $8,755 for 1978 employment. ' o

_Information from the Machine Shop éraduates indicates the typical

person is 31 years old, earned $8,000 during 1975, spent $550 for
unusual college costs, was on the job at graduation time, funded
his(her) education primarily with agency monies and financial aid, and
earned about $9,754 upon completion of the program in 1978.

X
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In the Medical Assisting Program, the typical graduate {s 23 years old,

earned approximately $4,916 before studying, spent around $309 to meet

“unusual college expenses, was on the job at the time of the survey,

financed his(her) education basically with parental income and finan-
c1a11a1g. and earned $7,661 after completing the one year certificate
curriculum. \ . .

For the Nursing Progrim the typical graduate is 28 years old, earned
about. $5,310 in 1975 before beginning full-time studies, was on the
job at the time of the survey, financed his(her) education primarily

~ with personal earnings and financial aid, lost about $5,584 while

devoting time to education, but upon graduation received approximately
$7,330 for an annual salary in' 1978. - ‘

The typical Well-Drilling Program graduate is 28 years old, earned
about $9,000 in 1975 before beginning full-time studies, spent .
approximately $2,093 for unusual educational cxpenses, was on the job
at the time of the survey, financed his education mainly with personal

‘earnings, gave up about $5,842 while a student and was employed in.

1978 for approximately $11,849. . ‘ .o

When the 1978 graduates were asked to state thejr primary and secondary
non-economic benefits attributed to their training, overall they in-
dicated much satisfaction with the education and the training oppor-
tunities at Chemeketa Community College. :

-
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1II.  LEAVERS' CHARACTERISTICS AND PERCEPTIONS

The second component of the College's cost-benefit model required
obtaining information from the leavers of the nine occupational
programs. Specifically, the College wanted to know from the
leavers their: E : :

. — RN
. educational objectives for enrolling at Chemeketa
Community College

. reasons for not continuing their program of study
which started initially _ - :

. attitudes toward their program experiences at the "
Collége's various student services; and,

. the relationships of their education to thefy current
employment and educational status. _

For the purpose of this study and the cost-benefit model, a leaver

is defined as a person who, based upon institutional records, did

not complete all requirements of a particular program. As an ex-
ample, an individual may have started studying in the Early Childhood
Education Program in the fall of 1976, but did not complete the six

- term curriculum and graduate in the spring of 1976. A leaver is

further defined as someone who is no longer enrolled in the program,
but who may be pursuing another cugriculum at Chemeketa, or has left
the college. Table 19 identifies the number of people for each of
the nine programs who started, left, and replied to the Leaver
Questionnaire (please see Appendix D for a copy of the College's
instrument). ‘

('
N



"% of People Who | ‘
Sti11 Attend | Left | Replied

Early Childhood 13 e
Computer Prog. 2 | 19| 3 - . 86 16 e
Fire Science 30 | 15| s 1 o | v | -
' Forest Products 5 | 3 - 2 66 1 - -
Forest Tech. | 21 | 13 | - 7 e | - | ¢
Machine Shop | 19 | 13 | 1 2 " )
Medical Assist. 20 | 4| - 2 0 | - )
Nurs ing 104 a8 | 10 9 46 a |

Well Drilling | . 13 6 | - 46 17 |
drots | a8 | 183 | 2 27 56 15 )

*the number of people who started the program in the fall of 1976,
except for the Medical Assisting Program which is a one-year curriculue
and leavers were tracked as of the fall quarter of.1975.0 .

**the number of people who left the program and may have left the college N
o: ge enrolled in another mjor at Chemeketa; unable to account for six S
students. .

w**the number of people still attending Chemeketa and still enrolled in
the program as of June, 1978. , -

The data presented in Table-19 suggests that slightly more than fifty
‘percent (153 out of 278) of the students originally starting programs

left their designated majors. However, 27 students of the 153 leavers

are still attending Chemeketa, and making progress on their programs. (

A1l of the 152 leavers were mailed questionnaires and for those students -
not responding a second form was sent after attempts to verify addresses.” -
Securing completed questionnaires from leavers proved more difficult ,

than in. the case of obtaining graduate feedback because of the mobility

of students and thus the change of their residencies. Twenty-one




(or 15%) of the 153 leavers did reply and since the response rate is

small, the replies are grouped together rather than treated separately

by program.-’

Eddcatiohal Goals, Leavers The program'1éavers uére asked to&iaantify |
their objectives i attending Chemeketa Community College. Table 20

describes the leavers' objectives at the time they started their stu-
dies in the various programs. | ’

TABLE 20. Educational Goals

»

Objectives* * . 2° of Percentage

.

to cbmp1ete a degrée or’certificate 18 72
leading directly to employment ' -

“to preéare for transfer to another 3 12
college after completing a degree
or certificate

to prepare for transfer to another - - -
college without completing a :
degree or certificate.

to take courses for job upgrading; : 3 | 12
{ may or my not complete a degree :
or certificate.

to take courses of interest to me; 1 4
may or may not complete a degree
or certificate. :

TOTALS ' 25 100

&

*responses not mutually exclusive

It is probably significant that almost half of the respondents had
course, transfer, or short-range objectives for their studies. And,
too, although college records are not readily available, some of the
18 students who set degree or certificate goals are still pursuing
them at Chemgketa. .

- _ tudents
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Reasons for Leaving. Table 21 shows the varfous reasons the respondents
gave for not re-enrolling in their programs. - -

W

" TABLE 21. Reasons for Leaving

. 1, Reasons* . ! ggﬁd::ts Percentage
| __ - —
completed needed courses 6 22 =
‘transportation problems , - -
transferred, another college 1 :
found job related to courses 4 15
found job ' -
conflicting job hours - 2
financial reasons 3 N
change of residence 1 4
grade problems - -
dissatisfaction, instruction 4 15 |
dissatisfaction, course content 5 3 N
personal/family i1lness, injury 1 4 )
other personal family reasons - -
major not available, Chemeketa | - ' -
’ unsure, educational goals
¢ollege studies time consuming | - -
 courses not available, convenient - -
times .

*responses not mutwally exclusive

Although the number of responses from leavers is small, people appear ~
to have left Chemeketa primarily for positive reasons--they completed
needed courses and/or found employment related to the courses they took

* at Chemeketa. However, of the total leaver replies a certain number
(7 replies) indicated dissatisfaction with the instructor and course
content they experienced. :

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



-

Attitude(s) Toward Chemeketa's Services Several questions were in-

cTuded on the Leaver Questionnaire to solicit comments about the
experiences of the Teavers and the effectiveness of the college services.

Three of the 21 respondents indicated they were “very satisfied" with
their educational experience at Chemeketa; 12 checked the “satisfied"

ﬁategory; two leavers checked "neutral®” and six students circled
disappointed" or “very disappointed.” :

" Table 22 shows the leavers replies for evaluating the college's various
support services. , ° '

TABLE 22. Evaluation, Cdllege Services

A

; Service(s) | Evaluation(s)

5 VS 3 D VD NUS

| Admissions 1 19* 3 - T

| Counseling Center Ser. 3 12 2 - 7

' Financial Aid - 9 2 2 10

- Registration 1 19 3 - .

, Placement 1 10 3 - 7

i Day Care Services 1 1 - - 20

iStudent Activities 3 b - 2 12

' Library Services 2 15 3 - 4

i Veterans Services - 6 - - 15

. Time of course offering 2 17 3 2 -

‘ Yariety of crs. ofrngs. 2 12 5 1 -
~ Tutorial & Study Skills 2 8 - - 13
" Services A

Career Info. Services - 5 1 1 14

- TOTALS . 18 139 25 8 98

*the number of students

VS = very satisfied; S = satisfied; D = dissatisfied;
VD = very djssatisfied; NUS = never used services

- Overall, the College's supporting services were perceived as satis-
factory or very satisfactory with the highest satisfaction ratings
given in the admissions and registration areas. Dissatisfaction
appeared to be greatest, although the number of replies was few, in
the areas of time the courses were available as well as the variety

- of course offerings. Leavers were also encouraged to identify the
benefits they received from their courses. or program work at Chemeketa.
The most important benefits cited by the leavers included: "Employment,"
the "Geology" courses, "Expand my interest in knowledge in computers
and business," ‘"Learning to be responsible," "Being objective, ob-
serving and recording children in groups," ncounseling services,"

" earned to be more discerning of courses and quality of instruction

A
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- secondary benefits included:- "Apprecfated the Welding class,” "En-

\

\,
\
\

- .
v Th
JA . . l"‘fl.‘;ﬁ

. - ) ’ . . 4 . ,. .. . \ -
offered,” "Prepared me to take the State Board Examination for reg-
istered nurses, "The practical experience as a firefighter,*

\

OQQned'\\}\ -

]
. my world, expanded my knowledge and growth:socially and mentally, i,

"Mas finding an occupation: I-enjoy,* "Certificate gained énibled me = . =
to take State Boards,” “The knowledge I learned through classes and --\\\

bookwork," ‘The Leaver Questionnaire also called for the students to Y
state the second most Important benefits accured from their work. The D
Joyed the time spent in class,” “Adding knowledge to my career," -

“Understanding children as individuals,” *Financial aid,* *In- “
creased knowledge.“- “The training as -an EMT I," "To gain a profession . “

for employment,” and "Was finding a job I can earn good monwy with
(higher wages)." - R

In another section of the duestionncire. 16 of the 21 leavers replying. .
stated Chemeketa met their needs, with 11 of 19 respondents planning . -

~ to return to the College in the near future. An additional question *

concerned how might the College help leavers in the future. Comments
provided by the leavers were: "Examine quality of Data Processing - o
programs,” "Continue to expand the Emergency Medical field," "Take -
more interest in what's happening in the different programs, example:

Associate Degree Nursing," and "Providing classes transferable to

Bachelor of Science in Nursing." :

Employment and Educational Status At the time of the survey (Summer,
|§;§). 55 of the 21 leavers were emplo full-time and two persons
were working part-time. Four of the 21 respondents were unemployed
and:seeking employmént, while two individuals were continuing their

- .education at a higher level of study. Thirteen of the 19 leavers:

responding stated the courses they took at Chemeketa were directly -
related to their current employment, with another individual indicating -
the course work was closely related. Only five leavers reported their -

.course work as not being related to thefr occupation. The leavers were -
"asked to indicate if they had béen employed in an occuqation related '
e

to the courses they completed at Chemeketa since they left the College.

Eight of nine respondents stated they had not been employed in an -

occupation related to their courses. Perhaps, a clearer understanding

of leavers' perceptions regarding use of courses is found in Table 23. -~

e
e
-—

TABLE 23. Leavers' Use of Courses -

' T No. of ‘
. } Type of Help* - Students | Percentage
"Helped to obtain job 9 36 ’ -
Helped job performance 6 24 )
Helped advance, present job 6 24
No help ' 4 16
TOTALS 25 100 B
*Responses not mutually exclusive N '
- -40- 0
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. These replies indicate the courses taken by the leavers helped them
to obtain employment, maintain their job performance, or increase
their job mobility. Four of the leavers provided general comments
about this question. The statements included: "Help to understand

water well hydrology," “Gave me background materfal to use in teach-

ing math. and personal finince," "Helped me be more patient, better

- 1istencr," and "Learning. proper education for children and interacting

- - with them and the teachers." \

The leavers were asked to rate the .training they received at Chemeketa
“ in relation to its usefulness in performing their work. Table 24
o qisp]qys the results of this_question by the leavers. C

‘ - TABLE 24. Leavers' Rating of Training j‘L
_ . No. of -
) Rating g _ Students Percentage
B Very Good 3 16
Good 9 47
\ Neutral 2 o
\ Poor 4 21
J, \ Very Poor 1 5
) TOTALS o 9. 100
Using these ratings supplied by the 19 leavers rgplyiﬁg;*bﬁfﬁ”wrw.
. numerically and in terms of percentages,-the-Téavers judged their
ot _ training as good or very good-for its application to their job per-
: forma_n ce, T _, : .
;,,,—«v""““"T"WJwin andiher section of the survey leavers were qdestioned about whether
- or not they would recommend the courses taken at Chemeketa to others

employed in similar positions. Ten of 20 respondents claimed they.
would do so, with six undecided and four checking "no."

- Of the 21 leavers; seven were employed in their occupational area
prior to enrolling in their courses at Chemeketa. So, by inference
it may be argued that the other 11 students did gain some employment
advantage from course enrollments at the College.

Six of the 21 leaver respondents were enrolled at other educational
institutions (Portland Community College, Brigham Young, University
of Oregon (2), Eastern Oregon State College, and Rogue Community

College). Four of the five reported no problems in transferring to

-41-
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their next institution. Three leavers oufhdf four replying had&hii' ' ,
credit hours accepted; one person lost 1-3 cradit.hours; another : o
Tost 7-12 creditchours. Table 25 summarizes the opinfons of the e

leaver respondents on how well Chemeketa prepared them for continuing N
their education. S . K :
. TABLE 25. Leavers' Attitude, Continuing Education Preparation
/Eﬁ . NO. Of e . o ' . ,
Opinfon. | . Students Percentage " G
Very Good ’ 1 17 |
Good 3 50
Neutral - IR} 17 |
Poor ' - - ’ o
L
Very Pooy 1 le_w/-~w“”_+
TOTALS - & 101 (due to
' P rounding)
, .“”“,Eerﬂtﬁé”kfiﬂieavers who have registered at another college since thefr
e T enroliment at Chemeketa, four of the individuals rated the College's
— . ' preparation for continuing education (sometimes termed transfer) as -
) good or very good. © 7

General Comments Beyond the questions, the leavers were encouraged

to make any general ‘statements reflective of their Chemeketa experience -
and to offer any suggestions for improved functioning of the College.
These comments appear as submitted by the leavers, but the concerns

might be best judged in terms of any changes made at the College :
subsequent to the departure of the individual. The comments indicate:

"I am now in training as a Paramedic.- Without the classes from Chemeketa
- Community College I would not have been accepted." *Qutside projects -~

" in metal shop should be allowed in shop as a substitg;e for requireds -

-1earning function.” "It would be nice to take a course any semester.

This (variety of class offerings) has to do mostly with closed fields

where the classes are already picked out. Some I could do without. -
Some I would 1ike to have added," "I would 1ike to see an up-to-date -
easfer to read print-out on job availability,* I attend(ed) winter

1978 - to this date despite numerous and I mean numerous attempts to —~
obtain a grade notice - I still have not. I did finally receive

(in 6-78) a transcript change notice showing I was not previously on
Master Files - which I am unawa,e as to why. I enrolled properly -
paid, etc., which registrar stated was correct. I've given up on re-
celving a formal grade notice," "Library was extremely noisy, books

| -42- 52
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were missing, courses in Data Processing were not related to -'real
world,' instructors were extremely poor," "Advanced courses in my
area of interest (Computer Programming). that I had not already taken _
. were not offered," -"Student activity center is or was very inadequate. )
. The eating center was (Skillet) poorly gkared for social gathering
e . place. But_l have not been there for.about 2 years and ‘T have' no idea
& . -~ about what its 1ike now," “For me, the Tearning experience was great.
o Found each subject interesting and amazed to realize there was so much
: to learn," ‘“Library services were poor (not because of library staff)
- - _but because Nursing faculty did not supply library,with book 1ist
- : prior to start of school and also Tistéd required reading material
~ which was not in the 1ibrary collection. Also, too many film strips

to view with insufficient umber of viewers available,” “Admissions - , .

10sing records, Registration --too time consuming and disorganized,"
The whole process of Financial Aid is too much of & hassel. It
isn't so much your office, it's all cf the .red tape,” "In Admwissions
I was told I didn't need to take Life Science because I took Biology
and Chemistry. It turned out that I did.need to-take a Life Science
because I needed Physics. When I discovered this I had already
- . , dropped Life -Science and missed a week in class," ™When registering
N . for classes you had to do a lot of running around and not very many ©°
staff members knew whit was going on." and another leaver noted, "Had
, , to take lots of night classes because Nursing classes interferred and
s T had to miss general classes during the week because Nursing classes
: : vere at.the same time. Not only made more work and things more dif-
ficult for me but also non-nursing instructors.” ‘ ~

~

Summary

Of the 278 individuals who started the nine programs, the College
was able to identify 153 (or 55%) persons who left the programs, may
_ have the College, or be enrolled in another major at Chemeketa. '
_ Records were not readily available to locate six of the 278 starters,
but the College did . identify 27 people still attending Chemeketa and
S sti11 enrolled in their initial major, as of June, 1978, Twenty-one
- (or 15%) of the 153 leavers answered the Leaver Questionnaire, pro- .
- " viding the followint information: ’ ‘

. 18" (or 72%) of the 21 leavers checked to complete a
-certificate or degree .as their reason for attending Chemeketa;

. 6 {or 22%) of the 21 completed the courses they wanted,
-' while another 4 (or 15%) of the 21 found jobs related to
their courses; '

. overall, the leavers were satisfied with the various services
(i.e., Admissions) of Chemeketa; ~

. 13 of the 19 leavers replying indicated tourses were directly
related to their training, while 9 (or 36%) said courses helped
them to obtain employment;

. 12 (or 63%) of 19 leavers responding said training useful for .
performing their work;

-43-

7§
v



© : e . . S " ( . LY - ‘_ } | :.”“ . ':"“f“.;f;é )
‘ "« 10 (or 50%) of 20 respondents would racommend the courses they g
" took at Chemeketa to others enplo_yed.in similar positions; éndy - .
- © '+ ..6.0f the 21 leavers were enrolled at other post-secondary | L
C o~ + .+ institutions with 4 of the-6 {or 67%) rating their contfnuing o
- education preparation at Chemeketa as good or very good.

- .The general comments given by the leavers identify some dissatis-
factions with their experiences, but there are indications of
satisfaction as well. The general comments are, daerhaps, best inter-.
preted in Tight of the time when they were applicCible and the progress
made since then. = . ‘ . :

)
-

r
Na
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IV.  EMPLOYERS' ATTITUDES TOWARD GRADUATES

S " This section of the study reports attitudinal {nformation from
A employérs of Chemeketa's graduates (pléase see Appendix E for copy =
 of employers' questionnaire). As Table 26 indicates, 113 (or 76 per- .
- cent) of the 148 graduates of 1978 replied to the College's Graduate -
' . Follow-Up Survey. Fifty-seven (or 50 percent) of the respondents
" " gave permission for the College to contact their employers.

‘TABLE 26. Summary Information-Employer Survey

oo T ‘ __Number of People Who % of People Who

L Program Graduated Repl ied 'E:"r’:lission lepHed ﬁissionﬁplied
| 1. Early Childhood Ed . 21 w7 | s | &4 | 2 80
2. Computer Prog. | 7 5 | .5 5 w00 - | 100
3. Fire Science 18 7 7 5 . 100 - "
- 4. Forest Prod. 2 2 - - - -
- 5. Forest Tech. 15 8. 6 6 100 100
"1 6. Machine Shop 7 6 | 3 - 50 -
7. Medical Assist. 14 14 6 43 83.
8. Nursing 55 | 46 21 n 46 52
‘9. Well Drilling | 9 8§ | 1 | - s0 25
TOTAL ‘ g | M3 57 37 5. | 65

After an initial mailing to the 57 employers, a second mailing to _
non-responding employers, plus a third attempt using the telephone.
Thirty-seven ?or 65 percent) of the employers returned their question-
naires. The summarized information is presented next, organized by
the particular program area, as shown on Table 26. . -
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Early Childhood Education  Four of the five Early childhood Education
supervisors provided evaluative comments about the Early Childhood - . -

Education graduates they loy. The general type assessment of the
graduates ?s presented 1n'¥§ble 27 below: o :

TAhtE 27. General Assessmént of Early Childhood Education
Graduates by Employers .

4

Has all Has Many | Has Few Has None
Skill Skills Skills Skills' | of Skills| Not Able
Area Needed Needed Needed Needed - To Rate.
. . 5 4 3 - 2 1
Math |
-Skills
" Technical 2 1
Commun- 2 1
ication -
Reading 3 :
" Writing 3 -
Speaking 3 ¥
Work 2 1
Quality |
Relations 2 1 P
with other D
Employee§, ' B

"*Indicates’ the number of graduates given this rating by their
. employers. . - .

Very High Good Low
i Productivity Productivity Productivity
‘ 3 2 1
Work
Quantity 2 1
-46-
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The specific questions asked of the Early Childﬁood Education emblqyer
are given below, along with their evaluations and comments. B

!
!

6.

1.

In cémpauabn with otherns in the samé work gnbap, how would you
nate <the employee's overall performance, T,

In the top s *3 - In the top % ___ In the bottomJ
In the bottom % . ) o '

. What was the source that assisted you in hining this employee?

Private/State Employment Agency ' Faculty Member
College Placement . - Other: “Person applied for position”,
"Hired by previous Director", "Personal reference’. .

Did the individual(s) you employed demonstrate a basic undenstanding
0§ the Early Childhood: Education field?

Yes No ~ Comments: "Has a ver stﬁon theoretical as well
as practical grasp of Early Childhood E&’ucatiion" "We had a bad

Tack of comunication with Jast year's director so employee couldn't

work up to her full potential'.

Were there aneas.in which the individual requised more thaining?

Yes 1 No 2 Comments: "This was her first job outside of the
controlled Center", ™"First year er's are normal unt ou ge
the feel of all your schooling- into a workable pattern” "¥ﬁe
individual has performed her 305 with skill and competence”.

Starting sakary for youn employee(s) is $269  per month.
(This $269. is .an average of the 3 responses) =

Do yéu solicit opinions/suggestions grom your employee(s) and are
they implemented ints youn program? - = - .

Yes 3 No Comments: “"The staff works as a team and-this
employee as well as others' opinions/suggestions are sought and
emp;:a:li%gd“; "We_support each other ana are open to all new
methods”. C

Did you ask Chemeketa Early Childhood Education stadd fon recommend-
ations before hiring your employee?

Yes 2 No 1 Comments: "I believe she was brought to our
attention by her pastor".

General Comments: "This employee had some difficulty ad;justing to
new conditions, but of lack of experience this 1s expected”’. e

employee demonstrated much strength and had been very well prepared
for tﬁe position™, "I feel we have an excellent school here".

*Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employers.
t
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Table 28 describes the
e employers of the five Computer Programm

TABLE 28. .Gendral“kssessmiﬁt of

eneral assessnont made
ng graduates of 1978.

_Computer Programming Graduates by Employers

—Has all. | Has Many Has Tew |. Fas None a
Skil1 Skills Skills Skills of SkiTls | Not Able
Area ‘Needed Needed . Needed Needed To Rate
- 5 4 3 1 .2 1
0 . ) ; M"
Math *2 2 ‘ ' -
Skills '
Technical 3 1
Commun? 3 'l
ication e
Reading 3 ] ,
. -
Writing 3 1 s
Speaking 2 2
Work 2 1 a
nglity.
| Relations 2 2 - ‘
with other )
Employees. .
: K

*Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employers.

Very High
Productivity

Good
Productivity

Work
Quantity

—

1

Low
Productivity

=MJ'




- ’ The specif'lc questions asked of the Computer Programming employer
§ - - are given below, along with thetir evﬂuations and comments.

1. In comparnison with othens in the same work group, how would you
hate the empl.oyee 4 overall performance.

i in the top % - In-the top % __ In the bottom 5 _1
In the bottom E .
Co. ~ 2. What was the sounce that assisted yau in hining this empzoyee? '
' Private/State. Employment Agency Faculty Member

" College Placement ot E : "Have known employee for 'IU ars e
as a co-worker". - )

3. Does the employee have adequate _kngrledge of:
a. 4ystem hardware eoncepts Yes 4 No
b. - system wﬁtwane concepts Yes g No

- e 4. Does the empzoyee have necessary knowledge of fob control Language
. ‘nelevant to the machine used in your shop? Yes 3  No ___

. 5. Does the employee ‘have wonking knowfedge of the Language used in
 your shop, £.e., COBOL, FORTRAN, RPG, o ‘othen? Yes 2 No _.

B | 6. Related to the use 06 the Zanguage, does the employee have
- adequate knowledge of:

- a.  progham control breaks | : Yes 4 No ____
b. 4indexing on subscripting tabfes ) Yes 4 No __
c. modular programming techniques ' Yes 4 No
d. subroutine programming Yes ‘2  No _1
e. access methods for sequential §ile handling VYes _3  No _1_
§. access forn direct or index file handling Yes _2 No _2
- 9. fon debugging at the source Level = Yes 3 No _1
h. f§on debugging at the dump Level Yes _2 No _1
7. Does the employee have adequwte know&edge of. documentation tech-
-- niques at:
' a. the program Level " Yes 4 No ___
B b. the systems Level . Yes 3 No 1 _
c. the usen's fevel Yes 2 No 1 _
d. operation hun Level Yes 3 No 1 _

*Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employers.
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8. Does your employee have adequate knan&edg of yutem n cone
. and systems fLow dmmng for pu‘omw.e oa wlm jobr %

. Yes 3 " No 1
9. Does your employee have adequatz hnaw&edge 06: -

- a. cand 5onmat design ~ Yes 4 No . S
0 b priited report design Yes 4 MNo___ ¢ )
d;:/fJ,_,w»ff"'”"' c. disk on tape necond: Layout dee&gn, Yes 4 Mo
' 10. Does your emptoyee have Aazxaﬁactoay accounteng knowledge?
Yes. 4  No _

" 11, Does the employee have, mone accounteng backgaound than necessary
50& performance of job? Yes 1 . No _4

12. . 1s cost accounzzng neceAAany 6ou the peaﬂoamance ‘0§ the empzoyee'a
: job? _Yes _1 . No__3

13, Is managerial accounting necessary fon the pensoamance of the
‘ emptoyee 4 fob? . _  Necessary _1 Desired _3_Not Needed

14. Does your employee have adequate hnoumedge of on-Line programming?
___Necessary __2 Desired 1 Not Needed (No - 1)

15. voea your employee have adequate. hnowtedge.én openaxxng the computzn? ,
_1 Necessary . _2 Desired . ___ Not Needed (Yes » 1) o L

16. Comments:- "Employee had supenficiel knowledge of debugging programs
by examining input and output results,.determining fields affected
and tractng suspect code areas... Not able to work without constant
supervision. Very good productivity when assigned: “Gopher" jobs
that did not require abstract thinking", "I feel that employee's
involvement with us as a Cooperative Hork Experience student prior:- ;
to hiring him was a definite asset to us,and also an advantage to -
him", “Employee worked here full time tﬁree months in 1977 through
Cooperative Work Experience. Many skills were geined through CWE".

Fire Science The specific questions asked of seven Fire Science o
emp}oyers are given below, with evaluations and comments from five
employers.

1. Does the employee have a good overview of the Fire Protection
carcer? Yes 5 No

Comments: "Employee seems to understand the fire service and the
opportunities of a fire service career", "Has problems sometimes
understanding the bucket process", "Employee had served this . -
department as a second generation volunteer. leading to his interest." '

0. ©0
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2. Does the employee show a positive attitulle and influencef

Yes 5 No -

!

Com:snt6:~ “Employee shows a genuine interest in his work", "Very
good" . '

3. 14 the employee motivated to neduce the fire problem as a public -
- servdce? Yes -4 No 1

- Comments: "Employee has a personal- interest in,helping people,

especially the CPR and First Aid programs. He shows an interest in

~all programs that can help himself and the fire service", "He is

aware of fire problem but whether of not he's motivated to reduce is
unknown", “At this time the employee shows an interest, time will
tell”, "Not highly motivated toward the publi® service aspect of
the job", "Shows interest in fire preventfon field. This position

"« allows him to pursue his interest in fire prevention and sti1l partic-

ipate in the glory of fire suppressfon.”
Specific Job Performance Rating Code:

5.....Consistently exceeds performance requirements |
4..... Often exceeds performance requirements
3.....Meets performance requirements - )
2ecves Almost always meets performance requirements
1.....Usually fails to meet performance requirements
Xeoaos Not observed , .
A. Fire Suppression :

‘1.  STATION WORK - oo

5(3.6)* Observance of Working Hours

3.8 Cooperation and Team Wonk

3.6 Maintenance o4 Quarters

3.2 - Maintenance of 'Appaagm § Equipment

3 Maintenance of Reports § Records

Comments: "“A good worker who isn't afraid fo do extra work on his own".

2. BASIC SKILLS
5(4.8) Knowledge of Basic Skills

3.6 Application of Standard Technique
3.4 Cane and Use of Tooks & Apparatus
3.8 Mental Alertness
3.8 Cooperation and Teamwork

4(2.6) Observation of Safety Principles
*Five employers ranked the five graduates resulting in an average of 3.6.
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Comments: “Has the ability and initiative to do a good job*.
3. EMERGENCY WORK - L
5(3.6) Adjustment to Situation
3.6 Response 2o f‘ndm .
. Application of Standard Technique

2~

3.6

3.8 Cooperation § Teamvwork . |
3.4 Observance of Safety Techniques o

Comments: "-'Does his work with a mininum of "-.extra instruction. He -
‘_understands and adapts well”. . . _

4. PUBLIC RELATIONS |
- _5(3.4) Meeting § Handling Public
3.2 = General Conduet
3.4 General Attitude
Comments: "Enjoys working with the public*.

5. PHYSICAL CONDITION .
_5(3.8) Genendl Appearance . .
3.6 Endurance '
3.8 . Agilkity

Comments: - "Slightly Obese", "Keeps a neat appearance and works to
stay Physically fit". . i I

6. SUPERVISORY ABILITY

4(3.3) Planning § Assisting | o~
4(3.5) Training § Instructing’ ' v
3(3)  Disciplinany Control

3(3.3) ‘Evaluating Perfonmance

4(3.3) Leadership

4(3.3)  Making Decisions

4(3.8) Approachability

Comments: "Hasn't acted in supervisory capacity, but shows interest
and ability to do so". '

©
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B. FIRE PREVENTION

e 1. INSPECTION
' 4(3.3) Application of Codes .
3.3 - Thoroughness of Inspection. |
R 3 Preparation.of Reports
2. PUBLIC EDUCATION .
4(3.8) Knowledge of .Subject . -
'Deﬁiciehciea: "Practical knowledge which comes with
experience"; "Duye to probationary period of one year,

have not really had a’chance to observe any deficiencies,
if there are-any". '

__4(3.5) Pubkic Speaking Abikity
2(3.5) Peanning & Development Programs

Comments: “Employee has done well in public education classes in
CPR“Q '.. F *
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_Table 29 describes the general assessment made 'by
the six Forest Technology graduates of 1978.

TABLE:29. General Assessment of
Forest Technology Graduates by Employers

HasFéQ

Work
Quantity

i Has All | Has_Many - Has None ' i
.| Skil Skills Skills Skills Skills Not Able
' A;ea Needed ~ Needed Needed - Needed To Rate
. 5 4 3 2. 1
Math *] 2 1 2
Skills ' .
Technical 2 4
Commun- 3 3 1
ication
Reading 3 ] 1 1
Writing 2 2 1
Speaking 2 4
| Work 4 2
_ Quality.
 Relations | 4 2
4 with other '
iEmp]oyees
*Indicates the number of graduates given this fating by their
employers.
f Very High Good Low
' Productivity Producgivity Produc%ivity
i 3 .




The specific questions asked of the Forest Techndlogy employer are
given below, along with their evaluations and comments.

1. 1In comparison with others in the same wonk group, how would you
rate the employee's overall performance.

B Inthe topk *4& In the top’k 1  In the bottom %
- . In the bottom % _1__. N T

" 2. What was the source that assisted you.in hiring this employee?

Private/State Employment Agency 1 Faculty Member
College Placement 3 Other: High School reference

3. Does the employee have a wonking knowledge of the safety practices
which should be followed? Yes 6 No :

. Comments : "This employee has not had an accident in the past
. three seasons", "Employee is fairly safety oriented", "Excellent
attitude towards safety". -

-~

4. 1s the employee able to properly use the equipment fon:
a. Fire Fighting " Yes _ 6 No '

b. Surveying Yes _;g_; No _1 Comments: "Not used"
c. Forest Mensuration: : .
. (1) Cwising Yes 3 No ___  Comments: "Catches on fast", N/A
| (2) Scaking _Yes 1 No ___ Comments: "No experience", N/A
(3) Manking Yes 4  No __  Comments: "Very good", N/A
d. Othen hinds of forest activities? Yes No ) :

Comments: "Recreation-Parks", "Employee is pretty adaptable
to most work situations", "Employee did a good job on every-
thing he was assigned to", "Sales Recon-Sale layout, map and
exhibit preparation", "Reforestation-tree planting inspection'.

5

5. Does the employee have the skilfs to perform the nequired gLletd .ﬂw
wonk in the above areals)? Yes 6 No
- Comments: "He has basic skills, but needs more experience", "He

did a good job on everything he was asigned to", "Only in
Engineering, Surveying, and Recreation", "Some workshops planned”.

6. Does the employee have the shifls to nead maps and/or aerial
a photos fon determining field Locations? Yes _6 No

—————

_ Comments: "Has had little experience in maps and photos", “He
is still learning in this area".

7. 14 the employee's attitude toward his work positive? Yes _5 No

Comments: "Especially after he came to work for me in timber",
"Excellent attitude toward work".

*Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employer.

Qo | -55.
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8. Genéral Comments: “Very dependable, takes high interest in his
work", "A very good BLM employee during the three summers. Had
no reservations about hiring him on a permanent status”, “He has
recently been hired on a WAE position with the District Timber
Department. He is now part of our full time work force and {s
progressing quite well as a career conditional employee®, “He
1s a good employee and I would recommend him for a job with the
Forest Service anytime", ""He 1s a good hand.. He Just recently
was given a permanent position being selected from a Tong list of

applicants", “This employee, 1ike others who came to me from
Chemeketa, came well qualified". s

Medical Assisting: Table 30 describes the génera1 assessment made

g¥.$;;g of the six employers of the six medical assistant graduates

TABLE 30. General Assessment of
Mgdical Assisting Graduates by Employers

. Has A11 [~ Has-Man§ - Has Few | ' Has None |
Skill . Skills Skills Skills of Skills | Not.Able
Area - ' Needed Needed Needed | Negded To ?ate ..
.5 4. 3 .
Math * 2 :
Skills .
Technical 1 3 1
Commun- 1 3 1
fcation ,
| Reading 1 3
' Writing 1 2 1
' Speaking { 1 2 2
 Work 1 1 3
, Quality
Relations 1 2 ] 2
with others S |
Employees )

*Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employer.

Very High Good Low
~ . Productivity Productivity Productivity
Work _ 4 1
Quantity .
-56- 56
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The specific ‘questions asked of the Medical Assisting employer afe
given below, along with their evaluations and comments. -
1. In comparnison with othens 4n the same work group, how would you
rate the employee's overall ‘performance. , e
In the top % *1 " In the top % _ 2 In the bottom } _ 1
In the bottom % __ 1 . .p | o
L What was the source that assisted you in hiring zm Myee?
Private/State Employment Agency . Faculty Member '
\ College Placement 2 'Other: "I requested to have this gg¥1ozee
_ as an _extern",- "Person was a student here", e was our studen
_ and hired her when an opening developed”. - T
‘ 3. As an employer, did you understand that the graduate wa4 coming Lo
you equpped with entry §ield shitlts? Yes _3 No 2 . .
Comments: "Minimum skills exhibited - requires on job to be pro-
ficient. This not fault of training or student".
- . 4. Were you satisfied with the diversity of entny Level shills?
Yes 4 No 1 ‘
With the depth of those skitts? Yes _3  No _ 2 -
Comments: "Being & conscientious person, she ma:;yiyre to learn

any skill necessary that she didn't have", "Shediad very few of
-'the skills which she was suggosed to hdve learned. 1 also was
under .the impression that she graduated, but.had not", "Skills
exhibited are consistant with training. Would not know how to
improve the program.since all offices are not operated the same
" way. For instance, only R.N.'s are allowed to give injections
in our office": . "

- 5. Was the professionalism exhibited by the graduate satisfactory

with negard to:
\ a. the medical community?  Yes _3  No _2
: - b. the office atagf? Yes No 3

2
c. Zthe patient clientele? Yes 2 No 3

Comments: "She carried rumors between our staff. She did not
insti1l confidence in the mass", "Need to stress Physician/
Medical Assistant teamwork concept", "Considerable training on the
job necessary to bring students to par in above areas".

6. Do you find the graduate's undenstanding opycongidentiabity, the
doctor-patient nelationship and other Legal and ethical subjects
satisfactony? Yes __ 6 No

7. Have you ever had a Medical Assisting student in your office §rom |
“ practical experience during his/her training? Ygs 3 ‘N 1

ST ————

*Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by thgir employer.

_ERIC | - By
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7. (cantinued), . . . N
" Do you wish'to be contacted regarding such d placement in the future?
Yes 4 No 1 2 '

Comments: 1 have notdfound 1t satisfactory”, “We usually take a
student each-year'". SR .

. ) e
8. General Comments: “Student_felt capable and competent. Students
and faculty-should consider stérile technique and drug reactions
when teaching, and only highly trained personnel should do what
students consider as roufine.¥n many cases, Again all offices
- are different." . S :
’ ‘Nursing Education Table 31 describes.the general assessment made by
TT employers of the 21 Nursing Education graduates of 1978 who gave
', employeg permission to furnish evaluations to the College.

: TABLE 3]. General Assessment of Sy
¢ Nursing Education Graduates by Emplcyers -
’ | Has A1l | °  Has Many | - Has Few | Has None - ' . .o
Skill Skills- Skills - | Skills of Skills Not Able -
Area Needed |  Needed Needed | . Needed To Rate :
: 5 4 - 3 - -2 1
*4* ====ﬁ;============ﬁ==========ﬁ===========qL==:----T-+ :

4 Math 4 3 ' o, ~ o .
Skills \ )
Technical |. 6 - 5. '
" Commun- 7 2 // 2

s ication. - ..
Reading 7 2
Writing y 8 2
.. Speaking 8 2
| Work 8 3
. Quality

Relations 7 4
with other
Employees d

*Indicates the number'd; graduates given this rating by their employers.

Very High | -  Good - Low *1
Produgtivity Produgtivity Produgtivity
| o -
Work 6 : 4
Quantity -
55
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. The specific questions asked of the Nursing Education employgr are
given below, along with their evaluations and comments. T

1. In companuon with’ others 4n the same wonk group, how woutd you
" nate the employee 4 overall pu(omnce.

In the top X% In the top% 5 - In the bottom %

In the bottom 32

2. wha,t was g:he sounce that auuted you in Lthis employee?
Private/State Employment Agency aculty Member
College Placement er" I knew her as an LPN and watched

her progress.-during nurses trainin N WEx-volunteer”, "Ne hire
many Chemeketa %aauates T¥ we can proviae them with adequate
superv!sion". "Herself™, E.pomer _

o

chool-mates or herself",

employee".

3. Does the emplyee undvustano. the baw.c concepa of medical and
surgical asepsis? Yes _ 11

4. Does employee have understanding of safety practices which shoutd
be followed? Yes _10 No

5. Does employee consistently gwe intelligent . total patient care
with attention to indévidual needs? Yes 10 No

6. Does empfoyee organize well and cavy out aaugmnmu easily
with attention to prionities? VYes 10 No

7. 1s employee always thonough and competent in implementing nww.ng
, care, and in recognizing principfes underlying procedures?

ﬂ Yes 11 Mo Comments: “Within 11m1ts of our setting”.
| // 8. Does employee necognize own Limitations and seek assistance

when needed? Yes 11  No Comem "Very much so,
-'f never oversteps qua 'H fications™. ,

9. Doey employee make pwtment observations in a mammer that is
concise, informative Zegx.ble ‘and consistently well donef

Yes _11  No
10. Does employee utilize and care for equipment including tents :
g personal items? Yes _10 'No _____ ‘Comments: “"No_knowledge", N/A.
11. Does employee apply theory 2o pmcuc.e in & prionities and o

make good decisions based on alternatives av Le? Yes __11 No

COnmmu "I feel that she does".

12, Does employee have good interpersonal nelationships with stag,
patients and peers? Yes 11 No

*Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employer.
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13. 15 employee able to accept constructive crniticism and profit by {t?
Yes 9 No Comments: "Fair", "Have not placed her on any
ca::iﬂ;ere we have felt need to criticise", "There was no need for
criticism". /.

14.. 14 employee reliable and resourceful and carry out d&egded
detegated responsibilities to completion? Yes 11 ' No

15. 18 the employee prompt with theatments and nursing ‘care and reponts
Lo wonk on Lime? Yes 11 No __ o

16. 14 the employee always neat, clean and well gnoomédr Yes 11 _No
Well Dr111in Table 32 describes the general assesément made by one.

employer of the four Well Drilling Graduates of 1978 who gave permission
to their employers. : '

TABLE 32. General Assessment of
Well Drilling Graduates by Employers .
‘ Has ATT | Has Many ' Has Few Has None
Skill Skills Skills Skills of Skills| Not Able
Area Needed -Needed - Needed . Needed To Rate
1ﬂ 5 4 3 2 : 1
P — = —— — = =R
Math 1 .
Skitls ’
Technical 1
Commun-
fcation 1
Reading ]
Writing 1
Speaking i
Work 1
Quality |
Relations ]
with other
Employees -

*Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employers.

A

Very High Good "~ Low
Productivity Produgtivity Produ$t1v1ty
3 .
#i" —— ﬁ#====..—_=£.—m_=——===ﬂﬁ
Work 1 o L
Quantity . !
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The specific questions asked of the Well 'Drm'lng émployer are given
below, along with their evaluation and comments.

1. 1In comparnison with others in the same wonk group, how would you
" nate the employee's overall penrformance.
In the top % _ *1 In the top % In the bottom X
In the bottom % _ |
2. What was the séunce that assisted you in hiring ihis employee?
Private/State Employment Agency Facutly Member
College Placement Other: '"He is my son".

3. Does the employee have a working knowledge of the safely pnactéceb'
which Ahqqtd be folLowed? Yes 1 Ng

4. Does the employee have the skills to peﬁgonm dnilling operations

*

with miminum supervision? Yes _ 1

5. ;&_the]empﬁoyee'a attitude toward his craft positive?
es 0 . ' '
—r——

6. Does the employen have the technical knowledge necessary to ,
. penform the nequired drnilling operations? Yes _1_ No v

7.. Does %he employee Lack any majon shills on knoisledge néceaaaiy
2o accomplish assigned tasks? " Yes 1 "No .

Comments: "Will need at least five years in school of hard knocks".

8. General Comments: “Very pleased with my son's experience at
Chemeketa. I hope that this program is continued in the future".

*Indicates the number of graduates given this rating by their employer.

- Summary |

Of the 113 graduates who answered the Graduate Follow-Up Questionnaire
in the spring of 1978, 57 (or 50%) of them gave the College permission
to contact their employers. Thirty-seven (or 65%) of the employers
replied to the request for opinions of graduates' effectiveness.

Overall, the employers of the graduates rated the graduate's performance
as excellent, as being productive, and having the common and specific
skills critical to their success on the job.
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V. ECONOMIC COSTS AND BENEFITS

The major objective of this section of the report is to review the

nine selected occupational programs offered by Chemeketa Community
College, and to establish some of the more critical economic costs

and benefits of these programs in relation to the individual students
who enrolled in the programs and to society in general. There are four

. parts to this report: the first one is a course matrix for the nine

programs; the next component is economic costs followed by economic
benefits and cost/benefit ratio data for each curriculum,

The economic costs to the individual std&ent include tuition, fees,

" books, supplies, and any unusual expenses over and beyond there regular

expenditures. An estimate of foregone earnings is also shown-as an
educational cost to the student. For society, the costs are the op-
erational expenses of Chemeketa Community College, the loss of tax
revenues, and the foregone productivity of the employee.

The economic benefits for the individual intlude increased earnings,
while the benefits for society include additional tax revenues, and
increased productivity to society. ' '

The method used in this study is based on the work b¢ Dr. Mehar Aurora,
Universtty of Wisconsin - Stout, as reported in the investigation by
Arthur Weiner and Arthur Mason entitled Cost Benefit Studies (1974)
at Moraine Park VTAE District, Fond du Lac, Wisconsin. As with the
Weiner and Mason study, modifications have been made to convert the
method of Dr. Aurcra's model to present resources and data available
at Chemeketa Community College.  The following outline, taken. from
the Weiner and Mason work (1974), includes Chemeketa modifications,
and describes the method used to gather cost and benefit data.

" Outline of Cost Benefit Method

I. Develop a Course Matrix for the Program(s) Under Evaluation
A. Course number (all courses) '
B. Course title
C. ‘Instructor's name and annual salary °
1. name .
2. contract sglary
3. other payroll expenses
Number of students in the course
E. Course hours per week :
F. Number of course hours per week taught by the instructor
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G. Instructor cost per course
H. 1Instructor cost per student
Determine Economic Cost Input

A. Instructor - establish the instructor salar cost for each
‘course, with other payroll expenses for each instructor
included. Divide this total cost by the number of students
in the course.

8. Student - the sum of the costs for tuition, fees, any unusual
expenses such as travel and child care, plus books, supplies,
gnglforegone earnings while attending Chemeketa Community

ollege.

C. Program - the sum of the costs for personnel other than in-
structional staff, materials and services, and capital outlay
as found in the. institution's operating budget document. -
Revenue as in the case of the Early Childhood Education
Program has been subtracted from the costs of the program.

D. Administration - the sum of the costs for Administrative
Services, the Presidents Office, the office of the Dean of
~ Instruction, and Student Personnel Services divided by the
total .number of college FTE's.

Determime Economic Benefit Input

A. Increased earnings - use the average salary calculated for
_ the graduates of the program as determined from the Graduate

Follow-Up Survey minus the average earnings before the students
entered tne program. o

B. Tax revenue - use the 1976, 1977 tax tables to establish tax
contributions to society, assuming graduate married with two
dependents, filing a joint return.

°

‘C; Increased productivity - assume it to be the same as Item A

above, as & person is paid according to his(her) worth to
or productivity in society.

Develop a Cost Benefit Ratio Based on Economic Cost and Benefit
Figures obtained.
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. COURSE MATRIX

The first step in evaluating the costs and benefits of. each of the nine
programs is to develop a course matrix for’all.the courses included in
each program. This course matrix serves as an overview of the entire
area of* instruction under evaluation. The course matric included the .
title of each course in the curriculum, the instructor for the course
and his(her) annual salary, and the number of. class hours (contact
hours) for (the course. The matrix also included the course number and
course prefiix, the number of annual contact hours taught by the in- ¢
structor. (These various pieces of information enables the computation’
o: gstzmutqs of instructor cost per course and- instructor cost per -
student. . :

tion presented in the course matrix was obtained from the
quarterly faculty worklpad reports, class summary 1ists, class
scheduleS, jwith salary data provided by the Personnel Office of
Chemeketa Community College. Course title and prefix were taken from
the Collegd's catalogs. Where course and curriculum changes had been
made subseduent to the publication of the catalog, verification of
required cdurse(s) was ascertained by program staff. For each in-
structor's |salary during 1976-77, {if the person was contracted full-
time, 22% was added to allow for other payroll expenses. During
1977-78, 25% was added to the base salary of each instructor for
other payrdll expenses. Where more than one instructor taught the
particular kourse, average instructor salary was figured with the
appropriate percentage added for other payroll expenses. Where
instructor{s) could-not be identified for a course, notably an
elective, the average instructor salary for the year was used plus
adding other payroll expenses. For 1976-77, the average instructor
salary of $15,743. was used plus 22% for other payroll expenses.

For 1977-78, the average salary of $17,273. was used with the add-
ition of 25% for other payroll expenses.

The info

Class hours per week are contact hours. In the case of class enroll-
ment where jmore than one section of the course was offered, the
average class size of all sections was calculated and used. For
elective cqurses, the average class size for all courses for the
given year was computed from the Class Summary List for each academic
quarter. Course sections without any students enrolled were subtracted
_ from the total number of sections reported for the term before the
number of sections was divided into the number of students enrolled in
the day programs. Actual class size for 1976-77, 1977-78, per cluster
or program area will vary from the average class size computed for
this study. However, as an average indicator of class size for the
College, it is the best estimate readily available.

For the purposes of this study, contact hours have been used con-
sistently for all nine programs as the measure of hours taught by
the instructor. The use of credit hours could result in different
course and student costs; perhaps, on the increased cost side since

My
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the hours influence cost as used in this method.

 The following formulas were developed to determine the 1nstructor cost
per course and the instructor cost per student in the course..

$c-ﬁ-xw, .

and $S=]11 X W

N
Where, ~
I = instructor's salary.

H = number of weekly course hours (contact hours) instructor
taught during the academic year.

= number of weekly course hours (contact hours) instructor
taught in course X.

N = number of students (head count) enrolled in course X,
$C = instructor cost for course X.
$§S = instructor cost per student;in the course.
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COURSE MATRIX

for

Early Childhood Education
Computer Programming '
Fire Science

Forest Products
‘Forest Technology
Machine Shop

Me&ical Assisting
Nursing
Well-Drilling

PROGRAMS
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TABLE 33.  EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION CURRJCULUM (1976-78) ’ # |

Course .Course | Instructor's|  Number Class No~-of Hrs. - . g
“Numper- . Name Salary of Hps. Taught by Instructor Cost
—_— . | . Students Week, Instructor Course l 'SﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂL--ﬂ-
7.9 Development in $16,829 (1) | 61 3 59 (2) $ 855.71 $ 14.03
11 Childhood I
7.129 Intro. ECE 21,419 26 4 3 2,763.74 1106.30"
1l = _ . -
1.101 Comm. Skills - 15,897 20 3 a2 (3) 1,135.50 56.78
or’ )
_WR 121 1 | Eng. Comp.
1.606 Intro. Psych.
or Gen. Psych. - 20,039 25 3 49 1,135.50 56.78
PSY 20! :>
7.131 Obser./Guid. "\‘“7/f
Behavior I 813 19 4 9 1,226.88 49.08 .
1
& 7.120 Development in : ;
v Childhood II 16,829 46 3 70 721:24 15.68
2
7.137 Personal Dynamics 593 26 3 18 38.83 3.80
2
7.132 Obser./Guid. .
. 2 | Behavior II 16,829 a1 4 59 1,140.95 27.83
[ 3
1.108 Comn. Skills 17,191 1" 3 4 “1,146.07 63.67
WP 122 2 | Eng. Comp.

(1) Each FT salary for 1976-77 fiscal year includes 22% for other payroll expenses (Social Security, Retirement, State ]
Accfdent Insurance, Insurance Package, Unemployment Reserves).

&

Credit hours based on faculty workload reports and class summary data for 1976-77 for terms 1, 2 & 3.
documents used for terms, 4, 5 & 6 for 1977-78.

rage anpual workload for all instructors, including part-time staff,
ary incluydes both 1.101 and WR 121,

Same reserve

who taught 1.101 communication skills; instrucioR's




TABLE 33, EA§19 CHILDHOOD EDUCATION CURRICULUM (1976-78)

Course Instructor's|.  Number Class No. .of Hrs. Instructor Cost ’
Name -Salary ' of 1 Hrs. Taught by '
Students Week Instructor ° Course
- Sy- - . . . ~ ’ . -
1.608 - | Gen. Psy. | $18,398 18 3 49 | w2622 | s 62.57
-6 Proc. - Living » . ‘ ¢
PSY ‘ . .
715 | child Nuteition’ | 21,419 | & R Y 2,763.74 O e1.41
HE 252 ‘Special Studies , : : -
First Aid 16,829 56 4 | 66 1,019.94 . 18.21
3 o
7136 Creative . “ : . °
Activities 16,829 a 4 59 1,140.95 27.83
3 : : ‘ ‘
, 7.134 Super. Field 19,124 | 13 - 7 a5 2,974.84 228.83
_ja_ 3| Exper. 1 4 .
.2 ' . H
. HE 250 | P.E. Elective’ 18,829 39 3 56 | 1,008.70 25.86
3 ’ - |
-- _Elective ‘ 19,206 13 3 66 873.00 67.15
3
7.117 Children's 18,920 () 2 3. 43 1,320.00 62.86 .
Lit. e L
7123 Environments for :
- 4| Young Children 18,920 16 3 80 709.50 44.34

(4) Each FT salary includes 25% for other payroll expenses for 1977-78

&
-

L‘/
—
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TABLE 33. EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION CURRICULUM (1976-78)
(CONTINUED) \ D
Course Course Instructor's|  Number Class No. of Hrs. * Instructor Cost
Number - Name Salary of Hrs. Taught by -
) erm Students Week Instructor
7.127 Family Living . , ' X '
4, Marriage $23,577 23 3 57. _$'l.,240.«89 $ 53.95
. Y A .
7.135 Super. Field ] ;)
: Exp. 11 19,595 8 10 50/ 3,919.00 /5 489.88 "
4 - , . // )
.- Gen. Edo : _.../.' /.' "5- )
Elective 21,591 15 3 /66 osr.af - 65.43
;4 \ / - . .
‘ 7 f
b L
7.125 Exceptional Child 18,105 17 3 45 © 1,207.00 71.00
-3 /. -A :
) .
7.130 Music Young 18,105 18 3 45 < 1,207.00 67.06
& Children . e
. -
7.124 Learning Exp. - .
: Young Children 593 18 3 6 1296.50 16.47
721 Directed %,
; Part. I 18,920 19 15 43 » 6,600.00 347.37
U ’ »
)
7.126 Family Community (3)
Rel. 593 15 3 6 296.50 19.77
5 3
7.113 Admin. . .
* Child Care Centers 593 15 3 6 296.50 19.77
6 ' .
(3) Each PT salary for 1977-78 includes 13% for other payroll expenses j’ g-;




R ' ' Table 33. EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION CURRICULUM (1976-78)

, Course - - Course Instructor's| - Number Jﬁass No. of Hrs 9 '
Y, . ~. ! 4 L .
- Number - o Name - Salary of Hrs, ° Taught by nstructor Cost “—
: : Students Week Instructor Course :
7.122 Directed - , ) | | ;$5.:
e Part. III 1 $18,920 12 .18 43 | $7,920.00 . $660.00 !
- Elective 21,591 12 3 66  981.41 81.78
6. ~
..{, ]
/ . 7
'(7
-
e
!.
TOTAL, : __ $47,333.35
8§
oS3
ERIC

‘ o, '
DU N Frockad by ERC - -
1]
- - [ .




TABLE 34, COMPUTER PROGRAMMING CURRICULUM (1976-68) | ¢
Cour c . I ' a1 No. of H &
ourse ourse nstructor's Number ' ass 0. Of nrs. . Instructor Cost '
Number o |- " Name Salary Hrs. Taught by ; —
: Students Week Instructor Course
, Yao Eng. Variable $14,092 17 3 4 $1,031.12 $ 60.65
1 | ’
4.200 - Math Variable 16,112 .16 4 59 1,092.33 . 68.27 .
B
6.923 Fin. Accounting ;
UA 21 : Gen. Accounting 19,973 27 4 , 46 1,736.78 64.33
6.940 * Intro - D.P. 19,772 8 -4 ‘ 43 1,839.26 - 230.00
BA 131 Bus. Envir S , o |
1 ' ..
,6:%8 | Fund. Conp. Prog. 10,512 29 | 2 17 1,236.71 42.65
4 .
L ~ - ' >
1.104: Eng. Variable ':14.990 : 18 3 43 ©1,045.81 58.10
2 : ’
6.924 Fin. Accounting
BA212 2 Gen. Accounting :20,181 24 4 46 1,754.87 73.12
6.941 D.P. Math 23,933 27 3 . 55 1,305.44 48.35
- 2 A .
. 6.956 Sys. 370 : &
e ’ Concepts, Facilities| 19,206 56 3 60 960.30 17.15
e 56



. : /.=, TABLE 34. COMPUTER PROGRAMMING

(CONTINUED) — —
Course ‘Course . Instructor's[ Number - Llass , No. of Hrs. Instructor Cost
Number .. Name Salary of Hrs. Taught by
A ' Students . Week L Instructor Course .
6.961 . | Bus. D.P, "
BA 231 coBoL I $20,973 19 1 ..9° 58 ) $3,431.95 $180.63
1.106 . Eng. Variable 19,970 17 42 1,426.43 ' 83.91
6.925 M, Accounting . ‘ o
BA 213 Gen. Accounting 20,505 .19 53 1,547.55 81.45
§.965 Utilities and 19,206 30 60 ' 1,280.40 42,68
Data Mgmt. : .
. 6.949 Sys. 370 10,512 . 26 17 1,855.06 71.35
N 00S/VS .t -
i Job Control
6.963 COBOL II 19,206 24 60 . 2,880.90 120.04
" BA 206 Bus. Mgmt. . ,
T Prin. 22,562 .27 45 1,504.13 55.7'1
6.944 Intro. Sys. 1 25,747 23 44 1,755.48 76.33
pmc. . " ¢
G
o S»

¢ S e——— - v ¢ -

rmn: - - - -
™

- o

.. .
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TABLE 35. FIRE PROTECTION CURRICULUM (1976 78)
- (CONTINUED)
Course Course Instructor's| - Number Class No. of H"S- . Instructor Cost )
Number . Neme | Salary of Hrs. T!Ugh .
" Students. Week Ins ructor Course nt -
PE 190 | Body $20,081 13 .3 18 . $3,496.83 $268.99
Conditioning ’ ! :
5
-- Elective 21,591 16 6 34 3,810.18 238.14
5 ' |
1.106 Report Writing 20,461 28 3 47 1,306.02 46.64
6 .
- Elective 21,591 15 12 35 7,802.63 493.51
6 H
| PE 190 Body
4 . Conditioning 19,346 12 3 55 1,055.24 87.94
1 y :
TOTAL, $75,623.27
$0)

-



TABLE.35. " FIRE PROTECTION CURRICULUM (1976-78) | .

. (CONTINUED) -
—E— ”
Gourse l Course ~ Instructor's{ Number . | . Class No. of Hrs, Instructor -Cost °
Number . Name Salary of . Hrs. Taught by
erm‘ Students Week Instructor Course
5,135 | EMT 1 $21,591 36: 4 40 .$2,159.10 . $59.98
6.996 ' Fire Science 25,747 17 5 55 - 2,340.64 137.68
. 4 - .
5,101 | Fund. Fire Prev. 593 16 : 3 12 148.25 9.27
. |
5.108 . Hazardous . ) '
Materials 26,422 | 21 3 9 | 8,807.33 ~ .|  419.40
4
- Elective 21,591 22 | 3 . 1,579.83 |- . N.81
]
3 4
PE 190 Body - : :
. Conditioning 18,920 4 3 54 1,051.1 262.78
. 4 "‘3 oune bl
. 5.136 EMT I 21,59 25 4 40 2,159.10 86.36
5| - | .
5.109 Hazardous _
Materials 25,747 19 3 41 1,883.93 99,15
5
5.131 Building 26,122 19 : 3 9 8,807.33 463,54
Cont.-Fire (
5|  Supp.
: ' \'\\
SRR - 92

*

. N i .
N .




///? TABLE 35. FIRE PROTECTION CURRICULUM (1976-78) ' .
C— C l‘f'mllpn K . —
ourse ourse Instructor's Clas .
Number Term Name Sa?ary Number .s ' ~¥:u g: g;s Instructor Cost
: ‘ . Students Insgructor . Course
5.104 Fire Service - : ) ' . )
2 Hydraulics 1 $24,522 27 - 5 53 $2.313.40 $ 85.68
5.123 Work Experience 21,488 23 9 65 2,975.26 129.36
P )
PE 190 Fitness | ~ h
. » | Appreciation 18,716 8 3 48 1,169.75 146.22
1.606 Intro. Psy. © 23,933 26 3 40 1,794.98 69.04
3
" 6.995 Fire Science - 24,522 20 5 52 - 2,357.88 117.89
~ . , .
i -3
5.105 Fire Pump .
"Const./Oper. 24,522 23 4 53 1,850.72 80.47
3
5.120 - Rescue and
3 First Aid 6,649 7 3 65 306.88 43.84
5.124 . Work Experience 18,539 - 7 9 61 2.735.26 390.75
3
PE 190 Fitness ) _
3 Apprectation 18,716 13 3 48 1,169.75 89.98
. -
f).} f}(;




(TABLE 35, , FIRE PROTECTION: CURRIGULUM (1976-78) S

Course - Course Instructor's|  Number | Class No. of Hrs, Instructor Cost
Number . " Name Salary . of Hrs. ' Taugn{c‘by
’ erm Students Week Instructor
©4.200 | Mathematics $16,112 6 4 60 © $1,074.13 t 367,13
‘ ) ! R . - ) . N
. o L ) e L : ~ .
. ].191 . Lomm. Skills Il 14,092 17 3 41 1,031.12 . 60,65
1 _ . - ) '
5.100, Intro. Fire Prot. 21,488 29 3 ' ' 65 991.75 | .- 34,20
' ] - . - ' ' .
. 522 Work Experience . 21,488 - 28 . .| 9 65 .2,975.26 1£‘6.26
3 1 N Al ) .
,PE 190 . - | Fitness Appéec;'iation "18,716 I R 3 + 48 . 1,169775 e 146.22
~ . . [ ] e
T 1 o ' : n .
| 3 , ' - -t ‘1 Co L . .
.- : General Ed. Elective ‘19.206 . 14 . - KR 66 r ~ 873.00, . 62.36 °
4.202 Mathematics { 2,380, 15 ' 60 1,425.33 |  B9.08
2 . X @ R " ) ¢
1.104 Comm. Skills II 184020 A8 .3 B I 15001833 66.74
A‘_t" = LB , \
5.103 Elei. Sci. / s < . . .
L 2 | Firefighters _ 22,002 L 12 e f 5 X .. 50 . ] 2,200:20 ) 183.35
{ : ] T LY 4 * v - R v .
), .,‘ .)t ) . . t mg &)

i

. . . : . /
- . ‘ IS W AN E N e e
N .. . : -, :
. ] i ~- % * >
. . ) . hd l' w & -, ?




Course
Number Term

*

TﬂBLE M, COHPUTER ROGRAMMING .
{CONTINUED).
Course Instructor's|  Number Class “No. of Hrs. | 1
Name Salary of “Hrs. - | Taught by instructor Cost
Students Week Instructor Course

-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

6.97 0S/VS Concepts | $22,081 " $2,066.34 ~,$114.80
. ey .
5 )
-
2.687 C.N.E. 17,83 . 9 9 REY 124.73 13.86
5
SR - 2
6.945 Sys. Amalysis 25,747 20 3 4 1,755.48 87.77
.- ' | Soc.  sci. Elective | 21,591 12 3 66 " 981.41 81.78
6 | ' ;
cs 213 Bus. Elective 22,153 7 3 32 2,076.84 . 296.69
' - i
2.687 C.W.E. 17,836 9 9 1287 124.73 13.86
6
2.688 C.W.E. 17,836 4 13 1287 180.16 . 45.04
. .
. TOTAL, $64,232.77
Qy 95"



et v -

T e s & o

- e d . . -

Cae T Ty - TABLE 34, COMPUTER PROSRAMAING < - . S
. Course , Course Instructor's| - Number Class No. of Hrs, . Instructor-Cost - -
~ , Name , Salary of Hrs. Taugrt by )
Students Week uctor’
6.969 Assembler I -$23,577 19 9 18 $11,788.50 $620.45
6.979 Bus. .Elective 10,055 12 37 19 1,587.63 . 132.30 .
" o - \ A -
- | Gen. Ed. Elective | 21,591 i 3 66 981.41 " 65.43.
2.687 C.W.E. 16,123 4 9 1287 ° 112.75 ' 28.19
12,688 C.W.E. . 18,822 3 13 1287 190.12 63.37
Ky
EC 201 Prin. Econ. 21,501 25 3 40 1,619.33 64.77
6.976 Data Comm. 25,747 19 2 44 1,170.32 61.60
6.964 COBOL II1 23,577 9 9 18 11,788.50 1,309.83
1un
Q9
E-----------_-—-A—---
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[ S  TABLE 36. FOREST .PRODUCTS TECHNGLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78) | :
-Course . Course '+ | Instructor's{ , Numbe. Class - No. of Hrs. . Instructor Cost
Number f Name Salaty of Hrs. Taught by , ‘

_erm - , Students Week Instructor Course
(3600 | General Forestry | $29,963 .oR T 3 6| <$14,981.50 $468.17
1000 . | Comm. Skillst 14,092 L B n 1,002 60.65
B
v ¢ ’ . §
4:101 | Drafting 22,933 19 4 T 1,994.17 ~104.96
: | .
4.202 Mathematics 23,933 14 4 56 1,709.50 122.11
10 N | | - -
,6.101 Plane _, . ' C "
3 ] Surveying 21,917 13 8 . 51 . 3,437.97 264.46
] ¢ A
6.137 | Slide Rule | 19,752 21 2 68 580.94 27.66
: Oper. _ . o
1 . .
3.605 | Tools and Equip. .| 20,973 27 3 41 1,534.61 56.84
1 )

© 6,192 Intro. - : ‘

- : Eng. 1 Calc. 22,173 16 2 55 806.29 50.39
1.104 Comm. Skills 18,379 23 3 a5 - 1,225.27 53.27
2 | e :

o

- o eden - B L
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TABLE 36. FOREST PRODUCTS TEGHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78)

(CONTINUED) . 3
R — S ———— -y -
Course . Course Instructor's|  Number .Clas§ - .|" No. of Hrs. Instructor Cust
Number .. Name Salary of Hrs. Taught by . '
o Students Week Instructor » - Course
4.135 Project Graphics  |.$20,760 n 4 - 60 $1,384.00 $125.82
2 , : '
4.204 Mathematics 17,587 n 4 60 1,172.47 106.59
.. 2 . . . ) "-—4
6.103 | Plahe Surveying 21,917 .13 8 59 2,971.80 228.60
' 2
3.610\ | Tree Ident. 20,973 * 61 3 a 1,534.61 25.16
1 2 4
la.zao\ ~ | Forest Products 21,917 22 6 64 2,054,72 93.40
.| . 2
g : —
1.106; Report Writing 16,167 18 3 45 1,077.80 §9.88.
a 3 :
6.300 Forest ’
Mensuration 21,917 17 7 51 3,751.49 220.68
3.611 Tree ldentification | 20,973 25 3 | 1,534.61 61.38
3
4,190 ' Acc. Prev./First
Ad - ¢ 20,973 2 3 4 1,534.61 767.30
3 .
0
185 104
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TABLE 36:

|

vl

A

FOREST PRODUCTS TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78)

- (CONTINUED) - “ , —
Course - -Coursé Instructor's(™” Number Class._. | No. of Hrs. " . Instructor Cost .
Number . Name Satary | Hrs. Taught by R :
erm _ Students | Week Instructor Course
6_.275 Intro. . "o
Chemistry $23,933 7 5 ) 52 . S?.301.25 . $135.37
- ) - : ) R R . i 4 ==
.- - Elective 19,206 13 . "3 60 960. 30 » 73.87
4.281 Pulp dnd Paper . i - oot : .
Tech. 25,747 7 6 54° . 2,860.78 408.68 .
. 6.285 Plywood Composite _ .-
. - and L. Wood Products| 25,747 9 5 54 2,383.98 264.89
//// . - «- )
4,302 Practical Physics 25,747 . 18 5 55 2,340. 64 130.04 > *.
. - . % _
6.275 Intro. Chemistry 23,577 44 5 4 - 2,875.24 65.35
1.606 Intro. Psych. 23,17 32 3 48 - 1,448.19 ° 45.26
- , \

) ‘\\ . .
BA 229 Consumer Finaince 21,59 '\\]0 3 40 1,619.33 161.93
-6.280 Wood Struct. )

Ident. 24,638 15 7 63 2,737.56 182.51
196

[0y
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TABLE 36. FOREST PRODUCTS TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78) .
- . | 4 (CONTINUED) ‘ .
Cqurse Course Instructor's|  Number No. ¢ .8 I Co
Number * ¢o.mi Name™™" Salary Clof Taught by » - '_'““c!‘_"r it
Students Instructor Cours ' en
6.279° . Wood Adhesives . ~ oo - .
" .| and Coating, . $25,747 4 6 54 - $2,860.78 $715.19
5| - ' ) ) o ‘ S
6,282 . | wood Pres. ' | a7, | 10 6 54 2,860.78 - 286.08
. ‘Drying ‘ , . . ) .o
L) ~\ 5 N N ~ . ' -
4.286 - |Wood Ind. . ] 25,787 1B Y 3 5 . ° | 1,830.39 110.03
L Econ. . : : (,f _ c
. _5 ) . a il S | . . . :
.- | freettve | 21,501 e | T3 | eo 107955 | 7
R 1 ‘ . T ‘ "
3.600 | Semingr - SRR PR T " SN N F AN S B 6~ T a9.08 23.00
!g ‘ 5 .- . ’ v, i . o~
~ 3.614 .- | Wood Prod. | 25,747 10 4 54 1,907.19 150.72
. Mark. - ‘ - ] _ - :
, .6 . . S ~ - |
. 4.282 " | Logging and " | 24,638 5 + - 4~ 8 63 , 3;128.64 ° 625.73
, Miiling R | ; |
; 6 3 ' . ’ . P £
4.287 Methods » | 24,638 20 3 " 63 1.173.28 = © 58.66
s ) Supervision - o . .
- 4 6 - y
. 6.281 Bldg. Materials | 25,747 o 5 . ‘54, 2,383.99" 238.40
———— 6 d o |
3 T g
: _ ) ' 10%

3
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TABLE 36. FDRESﬁvgﬁgggCTS IECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78)

M
. .

S

_

ggugse gn?tructor s !'!:- :: *;"5- Instructor Cost
m u
" Temm alary Instructor Course -
6.279 Wodd Adhesives . $25;747 4 54 $2,860.78 : $715.19
and Coatings ' R
6.282 Wood Pres. s .
Drying ! 25.?47 10 . < 54 2,860.78 286.08
5.286 Wood Ind. Econ. 25.74Z 13 54 1,430.39 110.03
—_ “Electiye - 21,591 14 ' 60 "1,079.55, 7.1
‘ ~ ‘ .
3.60 - Sefrinar 24,638 17 63 .7 391.08 - 23.00
" i . .
8 . . -
[ ]
3.614 Wood Prod. Mark 25,747 0" , 54 ° 1,907.19 190.72
, 4,282 Logging and 24,638 5 63 3,128.64 625.73\
a Milling :
4.287 Methods- : . o
Supervisionw 24,638 20 €3 . 1,173.24 { 58.6§
-T ’ . - -
6.281 Bldg. Materials 25,747 10 54 . 2,383.99 238.40
N .
104 1i0




TABLE 36.

’

FOP:ST PRODUCTS TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1970-78)

_ . (CONTINUED
Course 9 Course Instructor' s . Number
Number Name

Term

Students Week

No. of Hrs.
Taught by
Ins ructor

PR

Instructor Cost

Course

* 6.287 Indus. Qual. ' _
| Ccontrol ) 5 5 54 $2,383.98 $476.80
6 L
|
£
r 2
‘ ’
TOTAL, | $83,444.37 S
111 112

i 2o
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SEI L " TABLE 37. FOREST TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78) ° ,
RS BT RR =" —
- : " Student;m _Week Instructor Course
1.0 ' Comm. Skills. $14,092 v 3. a $1,031.12 $ 60.65
1 | ' N
4.101 Drafting 22,093 19 4. - 6 | 1,99.17 ~ 108.96
1 . | |
3.600 | Gen. Forestry | 29,963 32 s 6 | 14,981.50 468.17
— 1 _ | | |
4.22 | Mathematics | 23,933 14 4 86 - 1,709.50  +| 122.M1
l | | < .
‘6;101 Plane Surveying - 21,917 13 ‘ 8 5 o 3,437.97 264.46
& 1 ) )
6.137 - Slide Rule . - =
| Oer. 19,752 21 2 68 B 580. 94 . 27.66
© 3.605 | Tools and Equip. = | 20,973 27 3 a 1.534.61 . 56.84
1
6.192 Intro. to ‘
. | Eng. 1 cate. 22,173 16 2 ” 55 806.29. . 50.39
1.104 Comm. Skills 18,379 23 3 T 1,225.27 T53.27
2 .
113 ' 114




TABLE 37. ro?gsr TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM . (1976-78)

EE——— o ; v *——-b-r ° . = T
. .. Course Course Instructor's| . Number Class No. of Hrs. Instructor Cost
Nusiter . Name Salary of Hrs. Taught by T
: . rerm ' Students Week Instructor . Course
4.135 Project Graphics $20,760 . R 4 60 $1,384.00 . $125.82
4.204 , | Mathematics 17,587 " 4 60 1,172.47 106.59
6.103 Plane Surveying | 21,917 13 8 S 59 2,971.80 228.60°
. 2 < : . g
3.610 Tree Ident. 20,973 . 61 3 41 1,534.61 25.16
© 2 X |
'_ '4.280 Forest Products 21,917 22 6 64 2,054.72 93.40
& 2
1.106 Report Writing 16,167 18 3 45 1,077.80 .59.88
3 3
6.300 Forest Mensuration 21,917 17 7 51 - 3,751.49 220.68
, ) . ,
3.611 Tree Ident. 20,973 25 3 [y 1,534.61 61.38
3
W -
4.190 Acc. Prev./First
' 3 Aid 20,973 2 3 41 1,534.61 767.30
.-4', ’
119 L1
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. .J“PLE 37 FOREST TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1975-78) /

LT (CONTINUED) ) -
e . R e ——— et
Instructor's| Number | Class No of Hrs. . f
salary T Hrs, Taught by Instructor Cost
_ Students Week Ins ructor
3.624 Forest Photogram. ~ $20,973 14, . . 4 | -50 $1.,677.84 $119.85
3 .
- | Etective 19,206 13 3 60 © 960.30 73.87
3 | , . | )
5.151 | Nat'l Cover ' )
4 Fire Prot. . 25,747 - 32 5 4] 3,139.88; - 98.12
6.510 | sForest Road s , o
s Surveying 24,638 13 7 59 +2,923.15 - 224 .86
, 3.282 Logging and 24,638 24 8 | 63 3,128.64 130.36 ,
@ Milling . | 21E80%
D 4 .
-- tlective 21,591 15 5 60 1,079.55 ' 71.97
4 | |
1.606 Intro. Psych. . 23,1N - 32 ' 3 48 - 1,448.19 45.26
4 ' | . . b
BA 229 Consumer Finance 21,591 - 10 3 40 1,6]9.33 161.93
. | o
6.280 Wood Struct./ ‘ A ]
Ident. = 24,638 15 7 63 - | 2,356 | 182.50 -
- . ‘ : A
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TABLE 37. FOREST TECHNOLO

6 CURRICULUM (1976-78)

-

*;;;;________JT (CONTINUED) S - .
Course . . - Course Instructor's|  Number Class No. of Hrs. . Instruttor Co
dumber Term Neme Salary of Hrs. - T t by tor Cost

. Students Week - Instructor
3.617 Scaling Practices | $17,325 22 .8 . 44 . | $3,150.00 $143.18
5 “ ° 3 '
4.286 Wood Indus. Econ. 25,747 13 '3 54 1,430.39 - 110.03
51 ; - .
o we Elective 21,591 14 3 60 1,079.55 7.1
. o
4.302 Practical Physics 25,747 16 5 55 2,340.64 146.29
g |
3.601 Seminar 24,638 17 1 63 391.08 23.00
8 5
_] T
3.614 Wood Prod. Mark.’ 25,747 10 4, 54 1,907.19 190,72
. : \/ ’
8
4.287 Methods- 24,638 20 3 63 1,173.24 58.66
Supervision ~
¢ .
4.172 - Power Systems 20,661 10 7 63 .2,295.67 - 229.57
P .
3.526 Forest Sciences - 23,577 19 2 46 1,025.09 53.95
% l l \-) . .. | L .
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| . B " TABLE 37.- FOREST TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78) ’ g R |
o : (CONTINUED) L o - —
& SRR b .
Course Course - Instructor's|  Number Class No. Of Hrs. - 5 *. Instructor Cost :
Number . ‘Name : Satary of Hrs. Taught by
. Term| Students |' Week Ins ructor Course
Elective | s 12 3 b 60 $1,079.55 $ 89.96
6 . - ' . - - - ¢ ,‘jd
" T - - ..
X .
® A ) .
2 .
$ -
) e
. ~
he )
TOTAL,  $78,904.32
121 - 122
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TABLE 38. MACHINE SHOP TECHWOLOGY CURRICULUH'(19?6-78)

Course . Course " | ‘Instructor's|  Number Class No. of Hrs. Instructor Cost
‘Number . Name Salary of Hrs. Taught by ' '
. A . Week Instructor Course -
4.200 Mathematics $16,112 16 -4 ‘59 $1,092. 34 $ 68.27 .
1 . , ' ' : .
.'.1.101. Comm. Skills 14,092 17 3 41 1,031.12 60.65 )
1
.~ 1.606 Intro. Psych. 23,933 | 26 3 | s 1,380.75 53.11
. . ‘l [ . .
4.101 Drafting 22,933 19 4 46 1,994‘17 104.96
1 . . - : :
) ' \
1 6,802 Machine Tool Proc. 19,]94 20 : I 37 4,150.05 207.50
? ! | |
4,253 Shop Safety 22,903 - n 1 56 408.98 5.76
]
4.810 Blue Print Reading | 22,903 N 5 59 - 1,940.93 176.45
and Layout _ . .
1
4,202 Mathematics 21,380 17 4 ' 60 1,425.33 83.84
2 _
4,300 Practical Physics 23,417 12 5 54 2,168.24 180.69
-—— 2 - |
| 124
123 s
) c g
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TABLE 38.

!
-

[BREERN |

MACHINE SHOP TEGHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78) . "

o b

ot

T b @ ey Gl e me 8 o

Course . Course Instructor's|  Number Class ., | No. of Hrs, Instructor Cost
. "Number Name Salary of Hrs. - | Taught by —— _
erm ) Students Week Instructor Course n
4.105 Drafting $17,587 18 4, 59 $1,192.34 S 66.24
2 ™
. 4808 | Machine Tool pro. | 22,503 " 8 6 " 2,908.32 264,39
"4.150 Welding 17,589 10 4 2 2,198.63 219.86
2 ‘ S
. 4.204 Mathematics 17,587 ; 35 "4 60 . 1,172.47 . 33.50
, L .
1108 | Comm. skits - | 15,935 21 3 55 869.18 41.39
& .. .
i 3
4.804 Machine Tool Pro. 20,641 9 n - 63 3,603.98 ,400.44
° 3
4,302 Practical Physics 23,417 17 5 37 3,164.46 287.68
) .
4.170 Indus. .
3 Mat./Pro. 22,903 10 6 - 59 2,329.12 232.91
4.171 Mechanical Systems 20,661 11 6 44 2,817.41 256.13
"
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TABLE. 38. MACHINE SHOP TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78)

: - (CONTINUED) L
Course .. Course Instructor's| Number - | Class | No., of Hrs. Instrucggr'- Cost
Numoer, s, Name Salary of Hes. Taught by . y o
erm Instructor Course
4.820 Machine Shop Prob. | $25,747 $1,514.53 - $126.21
%‘ 4 3 . . ‘
- 4.86] Machine Shop Prac. 25,747, 12-, 12. - |- 8 - .| 6,088.12 - 504.84
) 4 . : .
4.173 Hydraulics and ) . : . ‘
Pneumatic Sys. I 20,661 - 20 5 63 - 1,639.76 81.99
4 : L_ .
- Elective 21,59 15 . 3 60 | 1,079.85 .97
- 4. ’
4,176 Hydraulics and - - .
9 Pneumatic Sys. II 20,661 12 5 63 1,639.76 136.65 .
1 S#L N . ] , . .
4.174 ‘ Metal Fab. N o
Finishing . 25,747 9 i g . 68." 3,029.06 336.56
5 . . . : .
© " 4.833 Adv. Lathe Prac. . | 24,638 12 8 * 61 . 3,231.21 © 269.27
: , |
4.837 Adv. Milling
Mach. Prac. 25,747 10 6 68 2,2M.79 227.18
5 - ’
- Elective 21,591 14 3 60 1,079.55 77.11
5 .
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TABLE 38. NACHINE SHOP TECHNOLOGY CUR

Doy b o
i K \

RICULUM (197¢-78)

E———————— v U— — — .
. Cours Course -Instructor's|  Number  Class .-No. of Hrs, . Instructor Cost
Number .. Name ~ Salary of Hrs. Taught by : - -
, o o tudents Week Instructor Course
| 4.824 Machine Shop. | :
6 Auto. $20,661 8 2 - 63 $ 655.90 $ 81.99
4.845 Job. Mach. Prac. 24,638 g 16 61 6,462.43 718.05
_ 6 ' | N ’ '
4.847 Tool and Fixture )
Design App. 25,747 8 9 68 - 3,407.69 425 .96
6 L
4.500 Employer-Employee . -
Rel. 15,865 16 3 1286 37.01 2.31
-6
o
@
TOTAL, $67,954.18
130




Course . . Course, Instructor's|  Number Class No. of Hrs. “Instructor Cost. -
- Number . Name Salary of Hrs. Taught by "
s Students heek Instructor —atudent
5.602 Med. Assisting : - ‘
P Basic Pro. $18,465 20 4 68 $1,086.18 $ 54.31
5.700 "Health Occup. ’ .. o
Overview 32,903 105, 1 4 8,225.75 78.34
5.611 Med. Law/Ethics . | 16,909 27 . 3 62. 88.18 30.30 -
4.200 | Mathematics 18,233 T 43 4 36 . 2,025.89 47.11.
5.615 ‘Body Struct. . i
£y Funct. I 22,021 40 4 50 .1,761.68 44.04
] T
5.600 Med. Term. I 18,465 46 3 68 814.63 17.71
ss 121 Typing 23,114 35 5 56 2,063.75 158.96 °
- 4 .
5.616 Qody Struct. . . ]
Funct. II . 22,021 26 4 50 1,761.68 67.76
5.604 Med. Off. Prac. 18,465 17 - 6 68 1,629.26 95.84
131 132

N

e\,

TABLE 39. MEDICAL ASSISTING CURRICULUM (1976-78)

£
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R TABLE 39. MEDICAL ASSISTING CURRICULUM (1976-78) ~ = .-
_r : o ‘ ———— 2 ‘ " : e —
. Course. Course - - | Instructor's| Number , - .} ‘No. of Hrs. . S Instructor Cost
Number Name Salary . of * Taught by
- - Term] ., Students Instructor Course
5.513 First Atd. | $21,523 . “s6 |7 i ] - a0 - | $ 53808 .| $ 9.6
2 . . .
" 5.607 | Med. Off. Mgnt. | 21,523 . | 19 3 | s 1,699.18 - 89.43
.o 2 t ‘' “ N |
5.610 Med, Term. II 184485 30 i 68 ! 814.63. 27.15 -
2 -,

WR 121 Eng. Comp. 15,267 22 - | 3 39 1,174.38 53.38 .
5.603 Med. Trans. 16,182 .19 3 42 1,155.86 | 60.83
& 2 |- |
[} . . [

5.605 Med. Sci. 588 24 3 45 ’ . 39.20 1 1.63

3 o '

5.606 Med. Assisting - '

, | Adv. Prec. 18,465 16 4 68 1 1,086.18 67.89

5.609 Med. Off. Prac. 17,324 13 17 b5 <. ' 5,358.69 411,90

; | .
PSY 101 Intro. Psy. ' < 22.24
sy 201 || cen- e 23,100 76 3 Iy 1,690.24 :
TOTAL, | $33,739.44
. ’ 134
1305 ,




TABLE 40. NURSING

/

EDUCATJON CURRICULUM (1976-78)

LY

SN —— ,
Course T e .. ‘Course Instructor's|  Number Class , | “No. of Hrs. ! Instructor Cost
Number . | ~ Name Salary of Hrs. Taught by . I

erm . Students Week -, Instructor
I . . . . . »
NUR 101 4 Nursing $24,796 v 296 16 . 6 '566.122.62' $688.78,
1 ' 7 .
BI 110 Life Science Prin. | 21,917 77 7 . 85 2,789.44 | 36.23
I , . |
WR 121 Eng. Comp 17,704 22 3 42 1,264.57 57.48,°
1 N
77 .
5.700 Health Occup. :
|| Overyiew 32,903 58 o 4 8,225.75 141.82
: \
' NUR 102 Nursing 22,903 4? 16 69 5,310.84 126.45
A 2 S,
WR 122 Eng. Comp. 16,460 19 . 3 47 1,050.64 . 55.30
or - : .
sp 111 -, | Speech P
) Bl 121 Anatomy and 18,792 17 6 . 52 2,168.31 \ 127.55
Physialoqgy
2 ) e
PSY 299 Growth and '
Dev. 16,977 33 3 45 1,131.80 34.30
2 ﬁ '
NUR:103. Nursing 22,903 45 20 69 6,638.55 147.52
3 , ‘
130 ‘
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- TABLE 40. - NURSING EDUCATION CURRICULUM (1976-78)

~'L . . - . — S SER—
. Course Course .gn?tructor's Number ﬁlass !Fg& g: g;s Instructor Cost
] rs‘ ’ 1 v
Number  ropm Na!me alary . Instrictor
B] 122 Anatomy and . o : o . |
Physiology $18,792 14 6 52 $2,168.31 - . $154.88
-- Elective 19,206 ° ,13 3 60 1960. 30 73.87
NUR 201 Nursing 19,77 54 16:; . 72 4,393.56 81.36
BI 123 Microbiology 22,456 13 6 62 '2,173.16 167.17
) .
SP 113 Speech 16,580 37 3 45 1,105.33 29.87
9 |
] N R
- Clactive 21,591 15 3 60 1,079.55 7].97
- NUR 202 Nursing 24,638 52 20 13 37,904.61 728.93
SQC 204 Sociology 21,591 64 3 45 1,439.40 22.49
- Elective 21,591 " 14 3 60 1,079.55 77.11
\ y
\ 13,

13%
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TABLE 40. NURSING EDUCA{ION CURRICULUM (1976-78) -

v

JE—— e
" Course Course Instructor's| Number Class :=No. of Hrs. Instructor Cost
Mumber . Name . Salary of Hrs. Taught by -
e Students Week Instructor. Course S
NUR 203 Nursing $24,638 53 20 BRE $37,904.61 $715.18
. 6 - M A a
~ NUR 207 The Nurse at Work | 24,638 66 3 13 5,685.69 86.15
6 i} _
- Elective 21,591 ° | 12 3 60 1,079.55 - " 89.96
6 »
]
B ' , ;
-
TOTAL, $191,676.19
Q l 2 ) 1 4 0
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| . TABLE 41. WELL DRILLING TECWNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78)
.'- .

T e B TR R
Students Week Instructor
4.200 Mathematics - | $16,112 16 & | 59 $1,092.34 $68.27
LIS ' — — SE.
1.0 Comm. Skills  ~ | 14,002 TR i a 1,031.12 - 60.65
. | | . 1B | | )
4,810 Blueprint Reading 22,903 n 5 | . 59 1,940.93 176.45
, - : and Layout )
4.305 Elem. Geology 18,379 20 5 53 ' 1,733.87 86.69
1
4.105 Welding 20,561 18 a n 1,158.37 64.35
3 ) |
4.290 Drilling Oper. I 15,412 13 5 . B9 1,306.10 100.47
1 L .
4.202 Mathemati s 21,380 17 4 60 1,425.33 83.84
3 |
1.104 Comm. Skills 14,092 15 3 45 939.47 62.63
2
4.802 Machine Tool Pro. 22,903 17 5 63 1,817.70 | 106.92
, |
4 142




TABLE 41. WELL DRILLING TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78)

g (CONTINUED) .
" Course : Course Instructor's| - Number Class No. of Hrs. Instructor Cost -
Number . Name Salary - of Hrs. Taught by — ! —
. . . Students Week Instructor - Course
4,154 ' Inter. Arc '
-, | Welding $21,917 5 8 72 $2,435.22 $162.35
.- 4,152 Oxy-Acetylene N . S
. for Drillers 18,379 16 5 | N 1,294.30 80.89 - -
14,253 | shop Safety 22,903 28 1 56 408.98 14.61
o _
4.302 Practical Physics 23,417 27 5 54 | 2,168.24 80.31
3
~,8.70 7 . | Indus. Mat./Pro. 22,903 15 5 59 1,940.93 129.40
. %3 3
4.167 Welding CertificatioT 21,917 29 10 72 _3,044.03 104.97
3
4.292 Drilling 7 :
Oper. II 15,412 14 6 59 1,567.32 111.95
3 | .
-- | Elective 119,206 13 3 60 960. 30 73.87
3
BA 229 Consumer
Finance 21,591 10 3 40 .| 1,619.33 161.93
4
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© TABLE 41.

i

e °

HELL DRILLING TECHNOLOGY CURRIGULUH (1976-78)

|

. (CONTINUED)
“Course Course Instructor's Number Class No. of Hrs. Instructor Cost
* Number Term Salary of ; ght by '
: Students ructor Course
4,293 State Drilling $12,993 10 | 46 $ 847.37 $ 84.74
Stand. and
4 Recgrd Keeping
4.172 Power Systems 20,661 9 63 2,295.67 255.07
4 _
. 4,173 Hydraulic and .
. Pneumati; Systems 20,661 20 63 1,639.76 81.99
4.295 Drilling Oper. III | 12,993 9 46 2,542.11 - 282.46
. .
LEC 100 Outline of ¥
= : Economics 593 29 15 .118.60 4.09
t i
4.17N Mech. Systems 593 9 28 127.07 14.12
5
4.29 Engine Theory
and Maint. 20,661 10 61 2,032.23 203.22
5
4.296 Drilling Oper. IV 593 10 28 190.61 . 19.06
5
o
1446




TABLE 41. WELL DRILLING TECHNOLOGY CURRICULUM (1976-78)

- ~ (CONTINUED) o .
Course Course Instructor's{ Number Class No..of Hrs. 1 .
Number' 7o Name Salary ¢ _of | Hrs. Taught by Dstructor Lost

. ~ Students Week Instructor
1.608 Psy. Human Rel. | $13,201 29 3 32 1$1,237.59 $ 4268
4.294 Hydrology, | . .
Drillers 20,661 12 5 56 1,844.73 153.73
6 .
4.297 Drilling Oper. V 12,993 10 17 46 4,801.76 ~ 480.18
6 . .
-
R
TOTAL, - $45,561,38
LAY | 145



" samé procedure was used for 1977-78 (wi

P -
o ”

"Ecpnomic Costs. .

The :course matrix providés the input fbrfiﬁstructor cost data for

. ahch program. By adding the instructor cost per course for all

courses required in the curriculum, including technical and general
electives, an.estimate is gained of the instructional cost (profess-
fonal and part-time sglaries)'fbr the program.
Studentf tuition, dnusuai expenses, and foregone eariiings are averages
for the graduates who supplied the data in the Graduate Survey portion
of the study.  Average earnings per graduate have been deducted from
-foregone earnings. Here financial aid is typically a source of in-

come for the graduate as opposed to employment outside of the College.

Non-instructional costs include, as ?reviously stated, those op-
erational budget monies for personne L

materials and services, and capital outlay. Any atypical revenue
decreasing the program cost, as in the case gf the Early Childhood
Education Program, has been subtracted. Day{FTE for the program was .
then divided- into the total cost to obtain cost per FTE. This cal-
culation provides & means to obtain a cost per graduate where the
graduate ‘1s assumed to have been a.full-time/ student (see Table 42
for the budgetary and enrolilment figures used). .

Administrative support costs per FTE are o %ained by using the adopted

- operating budget for the year for each major division of Chemeketa, .

excluding the Division of Community Services and the Instructional
Services Division except 'for the office gf the Dean of Instruction.
The College's total FTE for 1976-77 (5104) was divided into the total
budgetary figures to produce an institutional cost per FTE. The

ith 5340 FTE's). Multiplying.
the derived cost per FTE times the day FTE for the program provides
an estimate of dollars for program support. Table-43 shows the
:$Eious,div1sions“"budget amounts for each year and the cost per

.The following tables display the economic costs for each of the nine
programs. The tables show in parenthesis the number of graduates
-who sta¥ted in the fall of.1976 (excegt Medical Assisting students
started in the fall of 1977) and completed the requirements for

the program(s) in the sprin? of 1978. However, more students grad-
uated in 1978 because some individuals began -their studies before
the fall of 1976.

/;' 14()

(excluding instructional staff),

B
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TABLE 42. Non~Instruction Costs Per PTE , o
~ For Each Program : - : o
i ~ 197677 1977-78 —
| bay | . Operating Operating ' :
Program | FIE Budget g.iglFTE Budget Cost/FTE
(Early Child- | 80.3 | $133,411% 80.5 | $116,835% - L
hood Education ’24,938#? ‘f$ 299.35 o §,979** $ '86.70
compute,r '56.4 | 200,079 . , | si.a | 163,111 b
Prograﬁming I 118,524 2,101.49 89,740 | 1,745.91 ]
Fire | e1a| . 90,646 57.1 95,466 |. 1
A Protection . : : 40,226 | 649.86 | 42,118 131.62.
| Forest - 3.0 | 39,965 | 12.4 | 44,904 N
Products . , 3,226 248.15 “ 4,636 373.87 -
Forest ° | 7.3 42,89 - 2| as95 T
Technology \ 8,449 |. 109.30| ° . 12,552 176.29
o Machine ' ‘| 34.2| . g1, ! 9.6 | 75,006 1. 2
Shop | 15,958 " 466.61 18,168 461.12 |
. . . * .
Medical - . - 19.1 27,419 .
‘Assisting B 1,706 82;32
Nursing T 1540 237,806 | 168.0 | ~260,314 | .
29,449 191.10 . 10,681 63.58
Well- 31.6 35,356 32.0 29,779 ’
Drilling . | 14,850 469,94 19,384 605.75 -

*325 000 in ‘Early Childhood Education revenue for the centers subtracted
from 1976-77 operating budget of $133,411 gives adjusted operating budget

- figure of $108 4a11.
**Operating budQet for 1976-77 minus professional full-time and part—time -
. salaries ' : , .
. -I~Jl)
\ ' T
- =104~ o

SN | |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . . ~
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TABLE 43. Administrative Support Cost Per FTE

x

' 1976-77 1977-78
Budget : _ . ——
Area ‘ Operating : Operating - | - co
- Budget Cost/FTE* Budget Cost/FTEX*
President's $ 1,37 | $151.3 $1,009,022 |  $188.96 -
Office ~ o A R §
Administrative | 2,935,766 | -575.19 | * 3,051,204 |  571.40
Services - 5 ) 1 o
I Student 592,837 | 116.15 786,503 |  147.30 )
B ' Services ' ) |
- Instructional 103,047 | . 20.37 I 87,130 | . 16.43
Services )
(Dean's ' ' o ' |
- Office) . L Y
TOTAL | $4.403,907 [ $862.83 $4,934.039 $930.25
- *Used ‘College Total FTE figure of 5104 for 1976-77.
- - **sed College Tota\ FTE figure of 5304 for 1977-78. ' \
\ ’ . | |
~105-
15
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TABLE 44. Economic Costs Per Graduate, _
Early Childhood Education c,('12 graduates) ;

4 <

Economic Costs 1976-77 1977-78
1. Student - . - — |
B. Unusual ExpensesP - 499.00 . |- 499.00
C. Books, Supplies® | 21000 | 240.00 °
: ] -
D. _Foregone Earnings® ~° | 803.00 " 803.00
2. Instruction® [ =352 | 3300
3. Non-Instruction 299.35 . 86.70
4, Admiﬁ3strat1ve Supportd 862.83 | 930.25 j
TOTAL | 82497 $3,284.05

r ’ Y

@ = average tuition cost for the Early Childhood Education graduates .
- who completed the Graduate F61low-Up Questionnaire.

b = averagé’cost for expenses oVeé and beyond those costs normhlly
incurred in’studying (i.e., child care, travel, cap/gown).

C = average cost estimate pr&Vided:B& office of Financial Aid.

d = average dollars lost while studying ($2193.) minus the average
amount of money earned while studying ($1390).

e = sum of instructor cost/course ($20,357.64 in 1976-77 divided
by day FTE (80.3 - Table 42): assumed each Early Childhood
Education graduate was a full-time equivalent student.

f = operating budget for program (Table 42) minus salaries for
professional full-time and part-time staff divided by day FTE.

g = operating budget for administrative support areas (Table 43)

divided by College Total FTE. /

D
| 0. 152
ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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TABLE 45. Economic Costs Per Graduate - ' L

".Computer Programming (3 graduates)

]

Economic Costs 19755j7' "1977-78
1. Student —
A. Tuition® $ " 330.00 $ 390.00
'8, Unusual Expenses’ 583.00 583.00
- C. Books, Supplies® 210.00 240.00 :
t. D. roreggné Earningsd ° S b 1,946.00 1,946.00
2. TInstructione- - 433.07 774.47
3. Non-Instruction’ 2,101.49 1,745.91
4. Administrative Support 9 . 862.83 “ . 930.25
TOTAL  $6,466.39 $6,609.63 4

a = average tuition cost for the Computer Programming éraduate
- who completed the Graduate Follow-Up Questionnaire.

b = average cost for expenses over and beyond those costs normaily
incurred in studying (1.e., child care, lab fees, travel).

¢ = average cost estimate provided by Office of Financial Aid.

d = average dollars lost while studying as reported on the Graduate
Follow-Up Questionnaire.

e = sum of instructor cost/course ($24,424.91 for 1976-77)
divided by day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Computer Programming
graduate was a full-time student.

f = operating budget for program (Table 42) minus salaries for
professional full-time and part-time staff divided by day FTE.

g = operating budget for administrative support areas (Table 43)
divided by College Total FTE.

-107-
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TABLE 46. Economic Costs Per Griduate
.. Fire Protection (4 graduates)

- LT

Economic Costs 1976-77 197718 .

1. Student - I - e
A. Tuition® : $ 345.00 | $ 438.75
B. Unusual Expenses’ “'f 604.00 604..00 o

. Books, Supplfes® 210.00 240.00
» : gy - —

D. Foregone Earnings® 5,263. 00 5,263.00

2. Instruction® | amas - 805.74

3. Non-Instruction © 649.86 737.62

4. Administrative Support’ 862.83 |  930.25

a = average tuition cost for the Fire Protection graduates who
completed the Graduate Follow-tp Questionnaire.

b = average cost for expenses over and beyond those costs normally
incurred in studying (i.e., child care, trave]).

C = average cost estimate provided by Office of Financial Aid.

d = average dollars lost while studying ($11,465) minus the average
amount of money earned while studying ($6,202). .

e = sum of instructor cost/course ($29,615.75 for 1976-77) divided
by day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Fire Protection grauate was
a full-time equivalent student. .

4

f = operating budget for program (Table 42) minus salaries for
professional full-time and part-time staff divided by day FTE.

|

operating budget fbr administrative support areas (Table 43)
divided by College Total FTE. ] '

-108-

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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TABLE 47. Economic Costs.Per Graduate
'~ Forest Products (2 graduates) -

Economic Coets N .. | 1976-77 o 1977-78
i. Stueent . o ; _ ~

A. Tuition® . | $ 360.00 $ 487.50

B. Unusual Expenses® | i,ooq.oo 1,600.00

C. Books, Supplies® 210.00 240.00

D. Foregone Eerningsd 402.40 | 402.40 |
2. Instruction®  3,659.03  2.800.37 -
3. Non-Instruction ugs | 373.87
4. Administrative Support? 1 862.83 ~ 930.25

- — = —
- TOTAL | $6,743.31 © $6,326.39

a = average tuition cost for the Forest Products graduate who completed
_the Graduate Fol]ow—Up Questionnaire.

b = average cost for expenses over and beyond those costs normally ’
~ incurred in studying (1 e., child care, travel). =

average cost estimate provided by Office of ananciai Aid.

O
[

d = average dollars lost while studying as reported on the Graduate
: Follow-Up Questionnaire. _

e = sum of instructor cost/course ($47,579.03 for 1976-77) divided
by day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Forest Products graduate
was full-time equivalent student.

f = operating budget for the program (Table 42) minus salariee for
professional full-time and part-time staff divided by day FTE.

g = operating budget for administrative support areas (Table 43)
divided by College Total FTE.

~109-
| 155
_ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘ TABLE 48. Economic Costs Per Graduate "
Forest Technology (one graduate) .
B e - ' e -
' Economic-Costs . 1976-77 1977-78 .
4 | 1. Student ) : .
W, 4 . A. Tuition? - |. ¢ 390.00 $ '585.00
~ B. Unusual Expensesb 896.00 w.  596.00-« -
C. Books, Supplies® " 210.00 " 240.00
D. :Foregdne farningsd' 1,985.00 1,985.00
2. Instruction® o  607.45 . 808.72
3. Non-Instruction’ 109. 30 . 176.29
Administrative.sdpportg , 862.83 - 930.25°

TOTAL | ss.0e0.58 | $5,261.26

e

. a = average tuition cost "for the Forest Technology graduates
who answered the Graduate Follew-Up'Questionnaire.

b = average cost for expenses over and beyond those norma]ly
incurred in studying (i.e., child care,. travel)

(9]
it

average cost estimate provided by Office of Financial Aid.

d = average dollars lost while studying ($5,360) minus the average
amount of money earned while studying ($3 375). °

sum of instructor cost/course ($46,955.62 for 1976-77) divided
by day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Forest Technology graduate
was full-time equivalent student. , , ;

4]
it

f = operating budget -for program (Table 42) minus salaries for
professiona] full-time and part-time staff divided by day FTE.

g = operating budget for administrative support areas (Table 43)
divided by College Total FTE. .

154
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TABLE 49. Economic Costs Per Graduate

Machine. Shop (4 graduates) 2

Economic Costs 1975-77 1 972-78—7

1. Stu#ent ww~~w-w~“j"'”ﬁw_b, L

-~ A Tuition® ) . $ 345,00 ~$ 438.75
B.  Unusual Expensesb : 550.00 . | - 550.00
C. Books, Supplies® ©210.00 | 240. 00.
D. Foregone Earningsq : - . | -

2. Instruction® o 965.80 . 886.39

3. _Non-lnstructionf ' * 466.61 461.12,

4. Administrative Support9 862.83 ) - 930.25
TOTAL .$3,'400.24 ‘ $3,506.51

a = average tuition cost for the Machine Shop graduates who answered

~ the Graduate Follow-Up Questionnaire. -

b = average expenses over and beyond those costs normally 1ncurred
in studying (i.e., uniforms, lab fees, equipment, tools).

¢ = average cost estimate provided by the Office of Financmql Aid.

d = $4,800 was given as.the estimate for lost earnings while studying.
However, $7,500 was earned while attending Chemeketa, so there
was a gain in money rather than a loss due to student status.

e = sum of the instructor cost/course ($33,030.41 for 1976-77) divided
by day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Machine Shop graduate was
a full-time equivalent student.

f = operating budget for the program (Table 42) minus professiona]
full-time and part-time staff salaries divided by day FTE.

g = operating budget for the administrative support areas (Table 43)

divided by the College Total FTE.

~111-
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TABLE-50." Economic Costs Per Graduate
o Medical Assisting (14 graduates)

'] Economic Cosss - | 1977-78

1. Student (
A. Tuition? . .. § 417.86
B. Unﬁsuai Ekbensgsb | 309.00. “
c. Books,'Supplies"c _ - 240.00
D. Fofegone Earninésd | -

2. instructione - ©1,766.46

3. Non-Instrucfionf' _89:32

| a Adﬁiini:trative Support? 930.25

TOTAL - 33?752.39

average tuition cost for the Medical Assisting g?aduates who
answered the Graduate Follow-Up:Questionnaire. _ ,

.average cost for expenses over and beyond those.costs normally
incurred in studying (i.e., child care, travel, pinning ceremonies,
cap/gowns, uniformsg -

average cost estimate~piovided by'the Office of Financial Aid.

-graduates averaged $3,135 in lost earnings while attending
Chemeketa. However, the graduates earned an average of $3,498
while studying, so there was no average loss in income for the
group.

sum of instructor cost/course ($33,739.44 for 1977-78) divided
by the day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Medical Assisting graduate
was a full-time equivalent student.i

operating budget for Medical Assisting (Table 42) minus salaries
for professional full-time and part-time staff divided by day FTE.

operating budget for the administrative support areas (Table 43)
divided by the Total College FTE.
15
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TABLE 51. 'Economic Costs Per Graduate
Nursing -(47 graduates) :

B

Economic Costs - J. rerr | o718

1. Student . , .
b A Tuition® ~$ 336.60 ~$ 365.M1
l- B. Unusual Expensesb 1;1?0.00 1,170.00
C. cBooks; Supplies® 210,00 ; 240.00
o . D. Foregone‘Earni_ngsd | _5,584.00‘ | - 5,584.00
B | 2. Instruction® S 634,86 T 558. 60
| 3. Non-Instruction” R 1 63.58
- 4, Administrative Sugportg h 862.83 T 930.25
S o | 9.3 | 88,0005

-

a = average tuition cost for the Nursing graduates who answered
the Graduate Follow-Up Questionnaire.

- ’ b = average cost for’ expenses over and beyond those normally incurred
- in studying (i.e., child care, travel, cap/gowns, pinning -
ceremonies, uniforms). :

¢ = average cost estimate provided by the Office of Financial Aid.

d = average dollars lost while studying ($7,636) minus the average
amount of money earned while attending ($2,052). :

e = sum of instructor cost/course ($97,831.18 for 1976-77) divided
- hy the day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Nursing graduate was a
: full-time equivalent student.

]
-
]

operating budget for Nursing (Table 42) minus salaries for
professional full-time and part-time staff divided by day FTE.

operating budget for administrative support areas (Table 43)
divided by the Total College FTE.
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‘,- _' | -TABLE 52. Economic“Costs Péﬁ Graduate
S | Well-Drilling (7 graduates)

t~

;nEcénomic.Costs 1976-77 : 1977-78 .
. .'l. Student : L .
1 A Tuition? o} -$-332:86 ~-$ 390.00
T ' B. Unusual Expenses® . 2,093.00 2,093.00
? C.SLéooks, Supbliesc g -210.00 1 246.00
; ' D. Foregohe Earningsd 5,841.50 | 5,841,50
2. Instruction® | | e | . soa.b?
3. Non-Instruction” . © 469.94  605.78 n
" 4. Administrative Support’ 862,83 930.25
TOTAL .~ . | $10,641.29 ~ $10,703.53

a = average tuition cost for the Well-Dril1ling graduates who'anéwered' .
the Graduate Follow-Up Questionnaire. _ ’ ~

o ) b = average cost for'expenses over and beyond those costs normally
incurred in studying (i.e., tools, equipment, travel)

¢ = avéragé*cost estimate provided by the Office of Financial A1d.

d = average dollars lost while studying ($18,333) minus the amount
of money earned ($6,650) while attending Chemeketa.

e = sum of instructor cost/course ($26;264.55 for-1976-77) divided.
by the day FTE (Table 42); assumed each Well-Drilling graduate
’ was a full-time equivalent student.:

¢

f = operating budget for Well-Drilling (Table 42) minus salaries
. for professional full-time and part-time staff divided by day FTE.

g = operating budget for the administrative support areas (Table 43)
divided by the Total College FTE.

1y
-114-




Economic-Benefits

For each-of the nine occupational programs, economic benefits are

measured using increased earnings, tax revenues, and increased

productivity to society. Increased earning is defined as the

dollar difference between the average income earned by the graduates’

prior to studying and the ayerage placement income for the graduates’

at the time of graduation. Data for computing average increased ’

earnings were obtained from information suppiied by the graduates R
on the Graduate Follow-Up Questionnaire : . -

Federal and State tax revenue. gains are based upon several assumptions.

Using federal-and tax tables, it is assumed the typical Chemeketa

community graduate is employed in Orégon. It is further assumed that .
the typical graduate is married and would file the short form for N
Oregon taxes. With the measure of increased productivity to society,

it is assumed to be the same increased earnings as a person is paid

according to’ his/her worth or productivity to society.

TABLE 53. Economic Benefits
" Early. Childhood Education Graduates

Economic Benefits . R 1978 )
1. Increased Earnings? | 53,883.00 '
2. Tax Revenue® - 276.00
3. inﬁgeg:ggez;oductivity ” 3,883.00

TOTAL _ ,, | $8,042

a = difference between average salary before studying ($2, 511)
and average salary at graduation ($6,394).

b = difference between total taxes in 1976 and 1977 ---\3978 tax
tables were not available.

assuﬁe same as increased earnings as a person'is paid according
to his/her worth or productivity to society.

(2]
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* TABLE 54. Economic Benefits: -
. . Computer Programming Graduates ~
X ’ ' ' :
v 1 - Economic Benefits . S L
1. Increased Earnings® ' « - $3,228.00
'2. Tax Revenue® 286,00
f 3. Increased Productivity o T ’
To Society® o, ' ~3,228.00
T ToTAL - o $6,742.00

difference between average salary before study1n§ (minimum wage
. . resulting in $6,000. was used because of insufficient data from.
e . the graduates) and average salary at graduation ($9,228).

difference between total taxes in 1976 and 1977 -- 1978 tax °
tables were not available. ' '

¢ = assume to be the same as’ﬁncréased earnings as a person is pa1d'
according to his/her productivity to society.

o
u

o
f

- o ‘TABLE 55. Economic Benefits
: Fire Science Graduates

Economic Benefits  ° | . - 1978
1. Increased Earnings . - $6,313.00 |

2. Tax Revenueb | 956.00
3. Increased Productivity ’ -

To SocietyC = 6,313.00

TOTAL ) : $13,591.00

a = difference between average -salary before studying ($5,579)‘;nd
average salary at graduation ($11,892).

b = difference between total taxes for 1976 and 1977 --- 1978 tax
tables were not available. )

c = assume same as increased earnings as a person is paid according to
his/her worth or productivity in society.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

R



TABLE.56. Economic Benefits )
" Forest Products Gradyates

Economic Benefits w, S R ' .1978
;1“ Incredsed Earning§a _ - . $3,802.0Q'
2. Tax Revenue’ | ' “370.00
3. Increased Productivity ' ) ' *
To SocietyC . . - 3,802.00 -
TOTAL : Lo , $7,974.00

a = difference between average sa1ary before studying ($4 416) and
average salary at graduation ($8,218).

b = difference between total taxes 1n 1976 and 1977 --= 1978 tax
tables were not avdilable. .

¢ = assume same as increased earnings as a person is paid aCcord1ng
to his/her worth or productivity to society.

.TABtE 57. Economic Benefits '
Forest Technology Graduates:

Economic Benefits - 1978
1. Increased Earnings® 4 $1,005.00
2. Tax Revénueb : -
3. Increased Productivity Coo .
s. To Society® : 1,055.00
i TOTAL ' $2,110.00

a = difference between average salary before studying (37, 700) and
average salary at graduation ($8,755).

+ . b = difference between total taxes in 1976 and 1977 --- 1978 tax
tables were not available. But in this instance because
increased earnings was not sizeable, the tax revenug was

. negligible.

assume same as increased earnings as a person is pa1d according
.to his/her productivity to society.

2]
n
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‘ o : TABLE 68. Economic Bemefits
- L Machine Shop Graduates
"o o k ‘Economic Benefits - ¥ ' 1978 -
+.|1. Increased Earnings® -, ' $1,754.00
2. Tax-Revenue® | o i -
~ 3. Increased Productivity o ‘ : .
, To Society® - . T 1,754.00
—vly . - w
TOTAL AN - $3,508.00
. ' " a= difference between average salary before study1n9 ($8,000) and
average salary at graduation (39,754). .

b = difference between total taxes in 1976 and 1977 --- 1978 tax:
tables' were not, available. - The relatively small difference
1in salary levels results in negligible tax revenue. - '

C = assume same ‘as 1ncreased earnings as a person,is-paid according

to his/her productivity to society.:

4
al

]

TABLE 59. Economic Benefits
Medical Assisting Graduates

3 ' ' .
Economic,Benefits |- , 1978
1. Increased E;\’mingsa ' . 32.745.00
) 2. Tax Revenue | 3 1160.00
. 3. Increased Productivity _ _ o |
To SocietyC ' | ' 2,745.00
TOTAL . S - $5,650.00

a = difference between average salary before studying ($4,916) and

average salary at graduation ($7,661).

b = difference between total.taxes in 1976 and 1977 --- 1978 tax .
tables were not available.

c = assume same as increased earnings as a person is paid according
to his/her_produc;ivity in society.

« | 185y
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TABLE 60: Economic Benefits
Nursing Graduates

Economic Benefits T 1978
1. Increased Earnings® © $5,326.00
2. Tax Reyenueb l . 676.00
3., Increased Productivity
To SocietyC - : 5,326.00

. TOTAL | $11,328.00

!

a = difference between average salary before studying ($5,310) and
average salary at graduation ($10,636).

b = difference in total taxes in 1976 and 1977 --- 1978 tax tables
were not available. o

¢ = assume same as increased earnings as a person is paid according
to his/her productivity to society. -

TABLE 61. Economic Benefits
Well-Drilling Graduates

Economic Benefits R 1978

1. Increased Earnings® b $3,326.00
2. Tax Revenueb - | 365.00
3. Increased Productivity |
To SocietyC 3,326.00
TOTAL $7,017.00

a = difference between average salary before studying ($9,000)
and average salary at graduation ($10,636).

b = difference between total taxes in 1976 and 1977 --- 1978 *ax
tables were not available. '

c = assume same as increased earnings as a person is paid according
to his/her productivity to society.

-119-
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Cost/Benefit Ratio

Vo By combining estimated economic costs and economic benefits for each

program, it is possible to establish a ration of costs to benefits. :
R Economic costs are projected for the specific length of time typically.

involved in the education and training/ For example, all economic
costs are for the two years of 1976 through 1978, except for the
Medical Assisting Program which is a one year certificate curriculum
which for purposes of this study began in the fall of 1977. Economic
benefits are displayed for one year of employment (1978) with average
number of potential working years g{ven for the typical graduate of
the program, Economic costs as well as benefits are calculated on
the basis of a single graduate. This information is presented in
Tables 62-70, and Table 21 summarizes the cost/benefit data and in-
dicates the possible rate of return on the educational investment for
each curriculum. : ' '

. TABLE 62. Cogts Benefit Ratio
Early Childhood Education

Economic Costs 1976-78 Economic Benefits

1. Student | 1. Increased Earnings $3,883.00
A. Tuition $ 726.67 2. Tax Revenue 276.00
B. Unusual Expenses 998.00 - : ) : .
C. Books, Supplies 450.00 3. Increased Produc- -
.D. Foregone Earnings 1,606.00 tivity ta Soclety  3.883.00 |
2. Instruction _ 588.62
3. Non-Instruction 386.05 ,
4. Admin. Support 1,793.08 - , ) -
TOTAL $6,548.42 $8,042.00*

*This total is a yearly total. The benefits are increased according to the
number of years during the working 1ifetime of the person. Since the
average age of the Early Childhood Education graduates at graduation was
24, it 1s reasonable to assume 38-41 more years of employment.

-120- )
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TABLE 63. Costs Benefit Ratio
Computer Programming

~ Economic Costs - 1976-78 _ Economic Benefits
' 1. Student . 1. Increased Earnings $3.228.00~
{ A Tuition $ 720.00 2. Tax Revenus 286.00
B. Unusual Expenses 1,166.00 2 1 d Prod
. Increased Produc-
C. Books, Supplies 450.00 tivity to Society  3,228.00
D. Foregone Earnings 3,892.00
2. Instruction 1,207.54
3. Non-Instruction 3,847.40
{4. Admin. -Support 1.793:08
| TOTAL $13,076.02 $6,742*

*This total- is a yearly total. The benefits are increased according to the
number of years during the working lifetime of the person. The average
age of the Computer Programming graduate at graduation was 33, so there

are better than 30 years of potential

areas.

gmployment in Computer Programming

TABLE 64. Costs Benefit Ratio
Fire Protection -

Economic Costs 1976-78 Economic Benefits

1. Student 1. Increased Earnings $6,313.00
A. Tuition C§ 78373 2. Tax Revenue 965.00
B. Unusual Expenses 1,208.00 - 4 Prod

. Increased Produc-

C. Books, Supplies 450.00 tivity to Soclety  6,313.00
D. Foregone Earnings 10,526.00

2. Instructiqp 1,284.19

3. Non-Instruction 1,387.48

4. Admin. Support 1,793.08
TOTAL $17,432.50 $13,591.06*

*This is a yearly total}_ The benefits are increased according to the number

of years during the working l1ifetime of the person. With the average age
of the Fire Protection graduate being 22, forty more years of employment

related to the training are possible.
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TABLE 65. Costs Benefit Ratio
Forest Products
Economic Costs 1976-78 Economic Benefits
= = == : . o
1. Student 1. Increased Earnings  $3,802.00
A. Tuition $ 847.50 2. Tax Revenue 370.00
B. Unusual Expenses 2,000.00
C. Books, Supplies 450.00 > %?5:%;332 2:2?::; 3,802.00
D. Foregone Earnings 804.80
2. Instruction 6,552.30
3. Non-Instruction 622.02
4. Admin. Support - 1,793.08
TOTAL $13,069.70 $7,974.00*

*Th{s figure 1s a yearly total.

number of years during the working Tifettme of the person.
the Forest Products graduates was 25.

TABLE 66.

The benefits are increased according to the

Costs Benefit Ratio

Forest Technology

Average age for

Ecqnomic Costs 1976-78 Economic Benefits
| 1. Student . 1. Increased Earnings $1,055.00
B. Unusual Expenses 1,792.00 31 4 Prod
. Increased Produc-
C. Books, Supplies 450.00 tivity to Society  1,055.00
_ D. Foregone Earnings 3,970.00 :
. 2. Instruction " 1,056.17
. 3. Non-Instruction 285.59
. 4. Admin. Support . 1,793.08
o g
TOTAL . $10,321.84 $2,110.00*

-*This amount {s a yearly total.
number of years during the working 1ifetime of the person.

age of the Forest Te~hnology

graduates was 25.
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TABLE 67. Cost Benefit Ratio
Machine Shop

Econpmic Costs "~ 1976-78 Economic Benefits J
B 1. Student ' | 1. Increased Earnings $1,754.00
A. Tuition R e 2. Tax Revenue -
- B. Unusual Expenses  1,100.00 y
- ' 3. Increased Produc-
- C. Books, Supplies 4%0.00 . tivity to Society  1,754.00
_ ~ D. Foregone Earnings - o
| 2. Instruction - 1,862.19
3. Non-Instruction, . 927.73
4. Admin. Support 1,793.08 ‘
- . ToTAL $6,906.75 | $3,508.00%
. *This total is a yearly total. 'fhe benefits are increased accdrdihg to the
number of years during the working lifetime of the person. The average
age of the Machine Shop graduate at graduation was 31. '
TABLE 68. Cost Benefit Ratio
) Medical Assisting
Economic Costs  1976-78 Economic Benefits
- |1. Student - | 1. Increased Earnings  $2,745.00
) A. Tuition. $ 417,86 > Tax R 160.00
. B. Unusual Expenses 309.00 + 1ak Xevenue A
C. Books, Supplies 40.00 3. Increased Produc- o
. upp 2 . ‘tivity to Society 2,745.00
D. Foregone Earnings -
2. Instruction 1,766.46
Co 3. Non-Instruction 89.32
- 4. Admin. Support ~930.25
TOTAL $3,752.89 . $5,650.00%

_ | *This figure“is a %early total. The berefits are increased for the number
of years during the working 1ifetime of the person. In this study, the
average age of the Medical Assisting2graduates at graduation was 23.
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- TABLE 69. Cost Benefit Ratio
Nursing Education

a1

Economic Costs o i9764}8 ﬁ ' Economic Benefits ‘

1. Student ' " | 1. Increased Earnings § 5,326.00
A. Tuition $ 70!'7] 2. Tax Revenue ~ 676.7)
B. Unusual Expenses 2,340.00 ' 3 4P dﬁ

4 ' . : . Increased Produc-

¢ Books, Suppltes t  450.00 © | ™ 4iui6)"%0 Soclety  5,326.00
D. Foregone Earnings 11,168.00 I :

2, Instruction B 1,193.46

3. Non-Instruction .  254.68

4. Admin. Support . 1,793.08
TOTAL . $17,900.93 | $11,328.00

*This figurg;is a yearly total. The benefits are increased for the number
of years during the working lifetime of the person. In this study, the
average age of the Nursing Education graduate was 28.

TABLE 70. Cost Benefit Ratio

Well-Drilling
Economic Costs 1976-78 Economic Benefits )
1. Student 1. Increased Earnings  $3,326.00
A. Tuition § 722.86 2. Tax Revenue 365.00
B. Unusual Expenses 4,186.00 3 'i . 4 Prod .
. Increased Produc-
C. Books, Supplies 450.00 tivity to Society 3,326.00
D. Foregone Earnings 18,340.00 ' '
2. Instruction 1,434.19
‘| 3. Non-Instruction 1,075.69
4. Admin. Support 1,793.08
TOTAL $28,001.82 $7,017.00

*This figure is a yearly total. Theﬂsénéfits are increased for the number
of -years during the working lifetime of the person. In this study, the
dverage age of the Well-Drilling graduate was 28.
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TABLE 71. Estimated Return on the Investmer:

AJérage Average Aveﬁgge = .

Salary College Student Average Average Produc-
. : a | Before Cost Cost Per [Salary at |[Salary . {Tax | tivity to | Return on
Program |Graduates | Attending | Per Yeard | Yeard - |Graduation? Difference [Revenue Society Investment®
Early _ : '
Child. Ed.| 21/9 $2,511 $1,383.88 | $1,890.34 |$ 6,394 $3,883 $ 276 | $3,883 22.8%
Computer ' '2°
Prog._ 7/4 6,000 - 3,424.01 3,114.00 9,228 3,228 286 3,228 3.1%
Fire . : Lo )
Science 18/14 5,579 2,232.37 6,483.88 | 11,392 6,313 965 6,313 55.9%
Forest ¢ | ' | L 2
Prod. 2/2 4,416 4,483.70 2,051.15 8,218 - 3,802 370 3,802 37.3%
Forest : | | 5
Tech. 15/14 7,700 1,567.42 3,593.50 8,755 | 1,055 - 1,055 2.2%
Machine : 2
Shop 7/3 8,000 2,286.50 1,166.88 9,754 1,754 - * 1,754 1.6%
Medical : .
Assist. 14/0 4,916 | 2,786.03 966.86 7,661 2,745 160 2,745 50.5%
Nursing 55/8 5,310 1,620.61 7,329.86 | 10,636 5,326 676 5,326 26.6%2
Well- ' 2
Drilling 9/2 9,000 2,151.48 8,520.93 | 12,326 3,326 365 3,326 31.5%

a = for cost purposes used difference between two numbers of graduates, except in case of Forest Products where two
was used and Medical Assisting where all 14 -had begun studies in fall of 1977.

b = average salary as reported by graduates on Graduate Follow-Up Questionnaire.
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¢ = used minimum wage, estimated at $2.30/hr. during 1975,
d = data came from economic cost profiles for each pfﬁgfam. ‘
e = average college cost/year plus average student cost/year times

length of the program divided by sum of average salary increase,
tax revenue, and productivity to society. Number next to percent

indicates year when return on investment occurs assuming benefits -

same as in previous year(s).

[

Summary - 1976-77 and 1977-78

Using Chemeketa's adopted operating budgets for instruction, supplies,
materials, services, capital outlay, administration and support ser-
vices plus workload and enroliment data with cost and placement data
from graduates, preliminary estimates of costs and benefits were
established for each program under consideration. A11" programs
suggest a return on the investment for the graduate and society,
ranging from 1.6% to 55.9%. Data for the Early Childhood Education
and Medical Assisting programs suggest a return within the first year
after training. While the other programs.yield positive returns star-
ting in most instances during the second year after graduation.

-
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 Aprdl 17, 1978 -
PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT PLAN (Phase I1) '
Target Areéa: Applying Cost/Benefit Model to Se]ected 0ccupat10na1 Programs

. Schedule of Activities and Time Frames for Outcomes

- OUTCOME(S) | ACTIVITIES : TIME FRAME(S)

. I. Apply Cost/Benefit IA. Determine Target Directioh

model to at least
. 1. establish rationale for
glggagrog¥;?3 by * selecting nine curricula.
| s y 2. identify nine programs
: - for analysis °
3. 1identify program staff to
serve in liaison role. -
4, review cost/benefit model ¢ ;
* - with liaison staff/make .
-any revisions in anticipated -
procedures. June 1, 1978

IB. Compile Info. About Graduates

1. 1identify graduates, data,
and definitions needed.
2. develop survey instrument
and procedures for collec-
ting graduate info.
determine survey methodo]ogy
(sampling vs. population).
pilot test instrument and
procedures.
submit results to l1iaison -
staff/revise as necessary. .
collect info. from graduates.
_ : organize collected info. by )
b program.. . June 30, 1978

Ny v & W,
® o * [ ) [ ]

IC. Compile Info. About Leavers

1. identify leavers, data

and definit’ons needed.

develop survey instrument

and procedures for collec- B
ting leuver info. . :
determine. survey methodology
(sampling vs. population)
pilot test instrument and
procedures.

submit results to 11a1<on
staff/revise as necessary.
collect info. from leavers.
organize collected info.

by program. ' August 15, 1970

~
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Program Improvement Plan (Phase II)
~ Page 2 ' _

¢

OUTCOME(S) | " ACTIVITIES " TIME FRAME(S)

\ ID. Compile Info. From Employers

1. 1identify employers, data,
and definitions needed.
2. develop survey instrument .
and procedures for collec- ~
ting employer info. o —
determine survey methodology
(sampling vs. population).
pilot test instrument and
procedures.
submit results to 1iaison
staff/revise as necessary.
collect info. from employers.
organize collected info. by )
program. . ‘ October 13, 1978

~J on o <,
o o . . -

IE. Compile Program Cost Data

1. determine direct cost data
and definitions needed.
2. determine indirect cost
= ‘ ' data and definitions
needed. _
3. determine degree of discrepancy
between catalog and program
: deviations. .
\ 4. obtain direct cost data from
Division of Administrative
Services.
: 5. obtain indirect cost data from
A program managers.
6. submit results to liaison
. staff/revise as necessary.
. ‘ - 7. organize collected.info. by
A program. " November 17, 1978

ety

.\v._

IF. Prepare Final Report | "

design reporting format.

complete preliminary draft.

complete final draft.

dessimate final report to

President through Dean of

o Instruction. :

5. distribute final copies-to

liaison staff, with copy to :
college library. December 15, 1978

N~
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Program Improvement Plan (Phase II) . . ' ,' !

Pﬁge 3 /'-~
h OUTCOME(S) . ACTIVITIES - TIME FRAME(S)
: .’ .ty :
11. Advisory Committees ITA. Dessimate copies of the-model _° . .
to the programs and study to the executive 6 , 7
analyzed will pre- secretary of the advisory ‘ “
pare an assessment . committee. ,/ ~ ' -
of the model by /
January, 1979. IIB. Request written assessment of \ )
model as-a reference tool for ‘
the. study. L :

L ]

IIC. Forward assessment iﬂd re-
commendatiqons by advisory
committee to President through

_ the Dean of Instruct{on; March, 1979
III. Staff in the IIIA. Dessim1nate copies of model and
' programs measfred study to liaison person.of .
will evaluate the program staff.

model by July 1,1979

' . ITIB. Request written assessment
“recommendations from staff
through the liaison individual.

/' I1IC. Forward assessment and re- )
- _ commendations to President
“ through the Dean of Instruction. July, 1979

[Kc- , : S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -



. _ RELATIONSHIPS AMONG ACTIVITIES
" May 10, 1978 | | (Path of Eyents)

June 1, 1978

establish identify , identify . review identify . __ develop determine
O > ;?>C> = O~ — O
~ rationale nine programs Haison sta pm])cedures, graduates, instrument methodology
- roles

Al

June 30, 1978

pilot test results collect info. organize identify develop determine pilot test
. >0 > > > > 0O— > O .
instrument to liaison graduates info. leavers instrument methodology instrumen

- procedures staff . data, def. procedures , procedures

August 15, 1978

results coHect mfo organize | identify develop determ'ine pilot test - results SO
to liaison.> leavers > Oinfo E employers’ O 1nstrume%t. methodology instrument,” O to liaisoh
staff . data, def. _procedures . procedures
October 13, 1978 )
collect info organize . determine determine complete obtain “obtain l results
~ ~N
employers ~ — info. > direct cosfO indirect>o discrepanc?yo direct ™ C}'indirect - to Ha1son’o
data, def. - co:t data, check cost data cost data staff
def. .
November 17, 1978 Decembar 15, 1978 _ March, 1979
Organize design pr%h'm final d'istribute\ c()pies\ : wr‘itten\ distribute3
“nfo. * format O draft ,O draft O report ~ A.C. = ™ assess. “~:report 7
. . July,, 1979 . | )
copies ><}wr'itten S0 dwstribute} | S8 | |
staff assess report : . - . 179
Q . o y . 4| = milestoue A
I:R\(: 175 S

-
A v 7o providea by eric 3
[
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Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ERIC

r

* : 1000 LANCASTER DRIVE N.F

CHEMEKETA - .- . eac b SO BOR 100

1503 399 5000

COMMLINITY | T

COLLEGE

3

2’

Dear Graduate: ;

Chemeketa Community College is still in its early staée of growth,
and we are searching for ways to improve our educational programs.

To help us, we ask ydu to complete this questionnaire. It requires
information about your.current activities and your earlier community

college experience.. It will require about 10 minutes of your time .

to complete. Your responses will be treated in strictest confidence.
They will be grouped with those of other former students, and will
be used only for this study. ' '

" Please complete the questionnaire and return it to us within three

days. A pre-addressed and stamped return envelope is enclosed for

- your convenience. Thank you for your help. : .

Si.cerely,



L4

L4 . "

- (Programy "7 T . ‘ LT

1. Name

A. Age upon entering Chemeketa Community College
B.

14

Form 1: Follow-Up Survey of Graduates
Chemeketa Community College
" Salem, Oregon - _ '

ot m e e et g - - o - —

Ade upon graduating from Chemeketa Community College _

2. If you are working now, please complete the following:

A.

. O T M O O

Is your job related to the training you received at -Chemeketa?
. __Yes e No
Name of firm/employer:
Address of firm/employer: _
Job title: —
Salary: . per hour, day, week, month, year {circle. one)
Full-time: = part-time: (please check) .

Hours work/week:‘_m“_ﬁ-fm__d__

If you are working and the work is in line with your*i%aining
received at Chemeketa, may we have your permission to-send a
questionnaire to your empioyer this coming October?

Yes No

F—, C e im e e

R I s R Sy — e -

S e s e g et o At————

3. If you are not working now, do you have a ‘job arranged for after graduation?

Yes ‘No

If "yes" please answer the following:

A. Is ycur job related to the training you received at Chcmeketa?
f_ ___Yes ... No

B. Name of firm/employer: —— ~ o
.C. Address of firm/employer: _ e o

D. Job title: =~ - ) o

E.-Salary:  ~ _per hour, day, week, month, year (circle one)

F. Starting date: e , e
“G. Full-time: ... Part-time: _ (please check)

© e o e .

Hours work/week:

May we have your permission to send a questionnaire to your employer

* this coming, October? ‘ o

a4

Yes No

1s:



i

. Follow-Up Suryey of Graduates
Page 2 : T

1

4, Would you‘p]ease indicate the name, addre§s, and telephone number of someone

who will know where you may be contacted during the next six months? (a
permanént address is needed so Chemeketa can do a follow-up study of your progress)

|

i ; '
5. If you werg employed before you started studying at Chemeketa Community College,
. please indicate the approximatz amount of money you earned during the year prior
to studyinb. ‘

' i
6. !f you wer¢ employed while studying at Chemeketa Conmunity College, please
- indicate the approximate amount of money you earned during the year during
your last year at Chemeketa Comnunity College. .

7. What were:yéur principal sources of funds while attending Chemeket Community -
College. {please indicate approximate percentage of support).

Séurce ' : Approximate %
_ : 4

- e . - o - a

A. parents
personal earning

. et e e can e

agency assistance
(i.e., Ceta, DVR, Welfare)

e b . —— e <t et ettt

D. financial aid /f“_*“w_‘“~ L
(i.e. work study, scholarships, loan)
E. Spouse

F. G.I. BilY
G. Other (please indicatg)

Caromcs  Gmmn e e ® . em——

- ——— et e ma o o e

8. for your last year of attending Chemeketa Coimunity College, please indicate
approximately how much it cost over and beyond your usual living éxpenses for
you to go to school? (i.e., travel from outside of‘'Salem, child cure, lab fees,
tools and equipment, uniforms and shoes).

e e . . ... . « e e e m oa o - ERUORES —— e e ——

9. Did you reduéé or stop employment to go to Chemeketa? If so, please indicate
how much it cost you while you were in school. .

— s e —— o s eetenae

10. Did you pay the out-of-district tuition? Yes No

11. If "Yes" please indicate tHe number of terms you paid the out-of-district rate
of tuition.

t

12. For the training you received at Chemeketaaéommunity College what has been the
most. important-benefit? :

——— v ———

Second most important benefit?
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CHEMEKETA - L T et
COMMLINITY
COLLEGE -

R
Eab.

July 18, 1978

Dear Graduate: . ' : .

We recently sent you a questionnaire requesting information about
you and your activities since leaving the coomunity college. We
have not received your response, and it is important that we do.
Therefore, we are enclosing another copy of the questionnaire and
R N a pre-addressed, postage-paid return énvelope for your convenience.

" If you have not completed the questionnaire, please i1l in the
enclosed copy and mail it to us immediately. All responses will
be treated as confidential and will be used only for research

"purposes. We appréciate your cooperation. . '

Very truly yours,

1385

[ERIRIE IPYEIY "\olws.lv-m Prov sinrs gt the Far Employment Prachices Act andor Title 1X Reguiations 1 amEioy ment 3ad edur ahional &5, v * Ny and Lt v -hips

CERIC"

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



4000 LANCASTE R DRIVE N.E.

- ‘ P.0. BOX 14007 .}
CHEM EKETA . o= EM OREGON o739

COMMUNITY
COLLEGE .

August'IS. 1978

Dear Graduate:

As you may remember, this past spring you participated in a follow-
up survey. At that time you did not indicate your work plan. To
complete the survey, we would 1ike to ask you to complete the
questionnaire below. i . » .

If you have any questions about this request, please feel free to
™~ call 399-5075. '

Sincerely,

If you are now werking, please complete the following?

A. Is'your Job related to the training ydh received at Chemeketa?
Yes No

Name of firw/employer:
Address of firm/employer: _
Job title: '

Salary: per hour, day, week, month, year (circle_one)
Starting date: ' .
Full-time: Part-time: ~____(please check)
Hours work/week: ' ‘ '

May we have your permission to, send a questionnaire to your
employer this coming October? .

Yes : No

.
— o

- I O M mMm O O W
e & e &6 ¢ e s o

1 S §
3
MekabaCem sty e g0 a0t AN DIOVINONS - 11 e E A Employment Practces Actand ar Title tX Regitat rg 1o ag if, Maen® 400 g ar siha. .. LLIN IR I B BN R

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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4000 LANCASTER DRIVE N.E.

CHEMEKETA - |+ aenldidis
COMMUNITY . '
CQLLEGE .

July 18, 1978 v

Dear Former Student:

As an indication of Chemeketa's continuing interest in you, we
are seeking your opinion of the.college and its services to you.
As a former student you can offer us an objective evaluation of -~
our successes and inadequacies. Your reply to the enclosed

_ questionnaire will help us to do a better job for the students

= who will follow you. Your reply will be combined with replies
from other former students...all information will be treated . .
confidential. '

Thank you for assisting us in this survey. Please return your
questionnaire in the pre-paid envelope as soon as possible. If
you have any questions, please call 399-5075.

Sincerely,

/bip

. | 18y R

4

. . . * . : P
Q ‘k(-',, 4 ) mutety (olEye COMnmplies withDrovisions of the Fair Employment Trachces Actandor Titie 1X Hegulations in amplioyment atid educ ALOnal PrOGrams gnu ac’-vehies
- ERIC o . "
PAruntext provided by eric —y— .
. - o

\|
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: . Former Student Follow-Up Questionnai?e'
N Chemeketa Community College
- & Salem, Oregon 97309 .

¥ SECTION A. Everyone should answer this section.

1. What was your primary objective in attending’ Chemeketa Community College?
(c1rcle one)

a. To complete a degree or certificate 1ead1ng directly to employment

b. To prepare for transfer td another college after completing a degree o

or certificate.

c. To precpare for transfer to, another college without’ completing a
degree or certificate.

, d. To take course(s) for job upgrading, may or.may not complete a degree
o -7 .or certificate.

g e. To take course(s) of interest to me; may or may not complete a degree
or certificate. '

f. Other (please specify) _ ' .

2. Nhat was your principal reason for NOT re-enrolling at Chemeketa?
‘ (circle one) . ¢ x . N A

Completed needed courses o

Trarsportation problems

Transferred -to another college

Found job in occupatlon related to cog:ee(s) completed at Chemeketa. :
Found job. .
Conflicting job hours
Financial reasons
Change of residence

[ ) I}

Dissatisfactiop with 1nstruction
Dissatisfaction with content' of courses : »
Personal/family illness or injury

Other persopal/family reasons

Major not available at Chemeketa .

Unsure of educational geals . °* .

College studies too time consuming .

Courses not available at COnyehient'times-

Other (please ‘specify) .~ L | .

-s.ovo:a--xu._..:-u::-nmo.nc-m

. . )
’ 1 S 9
Q ‘ . . " )
_C . LS ) s
p a AT ‘ r

Grade problems : ///‘



A Forme; $tuden¢ Folloqup Queg;ionnaire . a e
R Page, ' .

o .

L 3. Which statement best describes your feeling about your educational

I ' . experlence at Chemeketa? (circle one) . c ol

o a. Very satisfied |

. b. Satisfied = = |

S c. Neutral . R '

) d. Disappointed .
€. Very disappointed . {

4. ‘Please indicate how satisfied you were with the following servifes/

activities. If you have not had an: ’pportunity or neéed use /them,
please mark Never Used Service. Place a check (v/) unde thggappropriate.

&

column

\ .
; .‘ " . . ‘..-.'. .
' T Y: Tt U S — .
| b. ‘Counseling Center Services~----;----
' TR - Financial Aid=eweeenn- N S,
‘ d. Registration---ee-eeceeeccoadacto- 3
i e, Placement-------e-- ccmmcemnae. ———— .
T f. Day Care Services~w=eemmeemlucacaae |
j g. Student Activities-e~e=eeeeaw ——imeie
N i h. Library Services--eeeseoeomenncuane ’
"\\<§t 1 i. -Veterans Services------ce-nue- .———
! Jo Tine df course offerings-~=veecaua
' _ Variety of course offerings---e=e- .
. 1. .Tutoria{/and Study. Skills Services-

¢+ m. Career Information Servicess-=e-ean=

rd

Please comﬁent on any of the above areas with which you were dissatisfied.

-



L] . L3
- . .

. Former Student Foilow-Up Questionnaire , : . -
o 5. Which one of the below bést describes ¥0 .. present statas? (circle one)
" ' a. Employed, full time ’
b. Employed, part time
c. Unemployed, seeking employmént.
d. Military, full time active duty - .
e. Continuing education at higher level
f. Othery(please specify) .
B ( 6. For the training (or courses) completed at Chemeketa, please indicate:

) the "most" important benefit’for you

t

—e

~ the “eesond" most important benefit for you
' 7. Did Chemeketa Community Colleﬁe meet your needs? '

' Yes No _ B ‘

) 8. Do you plan to return in the near future?
' o . Yes -+ No )

9, How can we help you in the future? L

i | S / - d
- .

' SECTION B. If you have been empioyed dince you left .Chemeketa, please answer
o this section. I, :

T. If you are currently employed, is your present occupation related to
the courses you completed at Chemeketa? . . ¢

a. Yes, directly related :
b. Yes, closely related i
¢, No | ‘

2. 1f no, hade you beer: employed in an occupation re]ated to the course you
completed at Chemeketa since you left our college? ;

a. Yes, directly-related R ' )
b.~. Yes, closely related .
~¢c. No'(if no, go to Section C)

3. Please ciré¢le below if the course(s) %ou took at Chemeketa helped you -
_ *in your occupational area.in any of the followiny ways. (circle all
. that apply) )

~a. Helped to obtain job

w

[

b. Helped performanée on present job -
c. Helped advance on present job ’ : v

- . d. None;of'the above | , . 3
e.

Othér (describe)” T -

LEAA
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“ Former Studeut Follow-Up Questionnairo . .
Page 4 , . .

4, How uould you rate the training you rgcgivcd at cncnlkntn in rolation to """
its usefulness to you {n performing your‘}Qg? '

a. Very good | | ‘
Good - |
Neutral - " -,
) Poor ‘ : _ c ‘
e. Very poor

. 5. " Would you recommend the course(s) taken at\Chemeketa to others amponed ‘
~in positions similar to yours?

B o a. "VYes T
N b. . Undecided
c. No ’ e

6. Were you employed in your occupational area PRIOR to enrolling in the
course(s) completed at Chemeketa?. .

af 'Yeb
b. No

a 6 o

'l

SECTION C. If you have enrolled in another co1lege since your enroliment at -
our college, please answer this section. ’

1. What is the name of your current (or most recently attended) college?
Name ) | -

_ City and S.ate :

* 2. Did you have problems transferring to the college indicated above?

a. Yes: What? 1. Transferring credit hrs.
v - 2. Transcript problems
- 3. Admission problems
4. Other (describe) )

o

b. No |
3. How many credit hours earned at Chemeketa were not accepfed at the
* college indicated above? :

a. All credit hours accepted

. b. Lost T-3 credit hours ' _
¢. Lost 4-6 credit hours ' ; T~ -
d. Lost 7-12 credit hours '

e. Lost 13-21 credit hours _
f. Lost more than 21 credit hours
4. In your opinion, how well did Chemeketa prepare you for continuing your
: education? - .
a. Very good
b. Good .
¢. Neutral
d. Poor , 1 92
e. Very Poor

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

I:R\(] THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP!

»>
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> \\CHEMEKETA

\

' COMMUNITY
~ COLLEGE

o T.

October 13, 1978

n

Dear Employer:

As part of Chemeketa Community College's efforts to improve its’

“curriculums, we are asking your cooperation in completing a survey

on one of your employees. A former student in the Early Childhood

" Education curriculum has reported being employed by you. The attached

survey has a series of questions on the former students' performance.

We have asked for his/her permission and received it to send this
instrument to you. We would appreciate your-completing 1%, and returning
it in-the enclosed prepaid envelope within a week.

i 1f you have any questions please call Tom Woodnutt, who assists me

with student placement, at 399- 5026.

Slncere1y. . A

/bs

Encl.

194

-~

ottt ittt st v P B et Pog t sethttang 0 TN IR Bup ittt
. - Y .




. CHEMEKETA COMMUNITY COLLEGE

L . _7'(Employer Questionnaire) -, | ~m:,é§
. name of Employee o « N pate
Employer = ,i;, o - ‘ o
Employer's Address - )

g -

How ong has the employee worked with your firm?

How many full and part-time jobs are at your 10ca}10n? o Please
complete all questions on the form even if the employee no longer works for your
firm. If the employee works, or has worked for your firm, please have a super-
visor familiar with the work of the employee fill out the questionnaire. If

" there are any questions, please call Tom Woodnutt at. 399-5U26.

Name and Title of Supervisor

Signature of Supervisor doing rating .

Employee's Job Title . ,
Please indicate your rating of the employee as compared with other workers in the

~ same work group. If the employee is the onTy one doing this work, please compare ugi
the work with previous employees or with your expected work standards.” - ;
- Rate the school training received by the above named former Chemeketa student 3
~in relation to the job he/she is preforming. | |
Has all  Has many Has few Has none Not able
of skills of skills of skills of skills to
. needed needed needed needed rate
Math skills of the 5 4 3 2 ]
job . _
Technical skills of 5 : 4 3 ) 2 . 1

the job (why and how
to perform the job) .

Communication Skills 5 4 3 S 2 ¢ 1
of the job .
Reading 5 4 3 2 1
Writing 5 4 3 2 1
Speaking 5 4 3 2 1
Work Quality 5 4 3/’ 2 1
Relations with 5 4 3\ 2 1 ‘
other employees
Very High - Good Low
Productivity Productivity Productivity
Nork Quantity -3 2 : )

| EBs(§ | 5
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"Employer Questionnaire
Page 2 :

. . . . L
- . . . 4

In comparison with othe%? 1n.the same work group. how *ﬁould you rate the em-
ployee's overall performance. If in a small work group, please compore to

P>

past employee's. A
Inthe top % ____ &n the top% ____ In the bottom % - In the ‘bottom Xk .
What was the source that assisted you in hiring this employee? Private/State
. + Employment _ Agency __ Faculty Member ___ Coltege Placement .
° other : ° . ) .

1. Did the individual(s) you employed demonstrate a basic understanding of
the Early Childhood- Education field? .

Yes No Comments

F

N
AY

2. MWere there areas in whiih the individual required more training?

Yes No R Coments

<

3. Starting salary for your empl’oyee(o) is ¥ . '_ per month. '

4, Do you solicit opinions/suggestions from your employee(s) and are they
implementeds into your program?

Yes . N_o Comments '

S . _ : ’ N\

o

5. Did you ask Chemeketa Early Childhood Education staff for recomlnendations
before hiring your employee?

Yes No Conments

-

6. MWhat trammg and/or experience in the Early Childhood Education field
has the employer had? (Detaﬂ fully) .

7. General Comments: _

THANK YOU: YOUR ASSISTANCE WILL HELP US BUILD A STRONG COLLEGE FOR OUR COMMUNITY.

ERIC.Clearinghouse for )unior Colleges FEB 2 2 1980
.96 Powell Librory Building .

University of California o
. Los Angeles, California 90024 196

kg



